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Points of Unity 

LOOP 


The Organization for the Liberation of Oppressed Peoples (LOOP) is a communist 
organization dedicated to the advance of anti-colonial and anti-imperialist politics. 

Decolonization. LOOP is committed to decolonization, the repatriation of all Native land 
and the restoration of Native self-determination and lifeways on that land. Every inch of the 
settler nation now called “the united states” is stolen land, and the oppression of Native 
nations is rooted in this ongoing dispossession. LOOP struggles against all forms of settler 
colonial politics, both right and “left,” and unites with all demands and struggles which push 
forward the return of Native land and justice for Indigenous peoples. 

Anti-Imperialism. The principal contradiction in the world is that between oppressed and 
oppressor nations. Our commitment to a proletarian and revolutionary internationalism 
means that we struggle to advance this principal contradiction in the favor of the world’s 
oppressed peoples and nations, the global majority. LOOP recognizes that a defining feature 
of imperialism today is an immense drain of surplus value from Global South labor to the 
parasitic nations of the Global North. LOOP works for the end of imperialism and demands 
the repatriation of this stolen wealth to its creators, the international proletariat. 

Communism. LOOP’S aim is the achievement of communism, a classless society free of all 
forms of oppression. We have strategic confidence that the oppressed masses of the world 
will fight for and achieve a global society which is truly democratic, egalitarian, and guided by 
the principle of “from each according to her ability, to each according to her needs.” LOOP 
views the struggle against revisionism as an essential pillar of revolutionary politics. 

Feminism. LOOP condemns the horrendous existence of patriarchy, the structural 
domination of society by men. LOOP opposes the injustices patriarchy commits against 
queer folks, and especially trans folks. LOOP rejects colonialist, imperialist, and Orientalist 
conceptions of gender and sexuality. 

Anti-Opportunist. LOOP is in solidarity with other organizations and individuals who 
support anti-colonial and anti-imperialist politics. In doing so, LOOP upholds a principled 
commitment to internationalism as a cornerstone of proletarian politics. LOOP rejects the 
opportunist trend within the Global North for “left” groupings to form “red-brown” 
coalitions and facilitate fascist entryism into anti-imperialist circles. 
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Introduction 

LOOP 


The Organization for the Liberation of Oppressed Peoples (LOOP) here republishes a 
selection of documents from the Maoist Internationalist Movement (MIM), an anti¬ 
imperialist Marxist-Leninist-Maoist organization that emerged from prisoner solidarity and 
internationalist anti-apartheid work in the 1980s, going on to operate for over twenty years 
in the belly of the beast. 

MIM’s theoretical innovations were a significant contribution to the political economy of 
imperialism - and the development of a communist political practice based on that analysis. 
Against the settler stream of the American left, MIM’s politics were based on a commitment 
to the liberation of oppressed nations within and without the United States. MIM did not 
flinch from analyzing the white working class in the American settler colony as a settler 
working class - the working class of the oppressor nation - and its existence as a privileged 
labor aristocracy distinct from the proletariat and oppressed peoples of the world. 
Distinguishing themselves from virtually all Marxist organizations seeking a “decolonization” 
only on settler terms, MIM not only upheld the right of Native nations to self-determination, 
but also the right of the colonized to expel the colonizer from their homelands. 

Despite its importance and insight, much of MIM’s body of work remains understudied. 
While LOOP does not agree with every jot or tittle in these essays, they remain - even 
decades later - a cut above the staid and delusory writings of the First Worldist left. 

In selecting what articles to include, LOOP did not include pieces from the reformatted 
versions of MIM Theory 1 and 2/3, or from the various Study Packs available on the 
MIM(Prisons) website, all of which are essential reading. In a certain sense, this collection is 
a personal one - these are articles that we have found significant to our own political 
development and organizing experience. We hope our republication of these essays helps 
them find a wider audience, bringing to them more of the attention they deserve, and that 
their insights are brought to bear on the burning questions of our movement. 

MIM’s prisoner support work is now continued by the Maoist Internationalist Ministry of 
Prisons. MIM(Prisons) has also produced a substantial body of essential writing. You can 
find more information about MIM(Prisons) at https://www.prisoncensorship.info/. 
MIM(Prisons) maintains the archive of MIM’s former website, the source used for the text 
of these essays, which can be found at https://www.prisoncensorship.info/archive/etext/. 


i 



What is MIM? 

MIM | 2001 


The Maoist Internationalist Movement (MIM) is the collection of existing or emerging 
Maoist internationalist parties in the English-speaking imperialist countries and their 
English-speaking internal semi-colonies, as well as the existing or emerging Maoist 
Internationalist parties in Belgium, France and Quebec and the existing or emerging Spanish¬ 
speaking Maoist Internationalist parties of Aztlan, Puerto Rico and other territories of the 
U.S. Empire. MIM Notes is the newspaper of MIM. MIM upholds the revolutionary 
communist ideology of Marxism-Leninism-Maoism and is an internationalist organization 
that works from the vantage point of the Third World proletariat. MIM struggles to end the 
oppression of all groups over other groups: classes, genders, nations. MIM knows this is 
only possibly by building public opinion to seize power through armed struggle. Revolution 
is a reality for North America as the military becomes over-extended in the government’s 
attempts to maintain world hegemony. MIM differs from other communist parties on three 
main questions: (1) MIM holds that after the proletariat seizes power in socialist revolution, 
the potential exists for capitalist restoration under the leadership of a new bourgeoisie within 
the communist party itself. In the case of the USSR, the bourgeoisie seized power after the 
death of Stalin in 1953; in China, it was after Mao’s death and the overthrow of the “Gang 
of Four” in 1976. (2) MIM upholds the Chinese Cultural Revolution as the farthest advance 
of communism in humyn history. (3) As Marx, Engels and Lenin formulated and MIM has 
reiterated through materialist analysis, imperialism extracts super-profits from the Third 
World and in part uses this wealth to buy off whole populations of oppressor nation so- 
called workers. These so-called workers bought off by imperialism form a new petty- 
bourgeoisie called the labor aristocracy. These classes are not the principal vehicles to 
advance Maoism within those countries because their standards of living depend on 
imperialism. At this time, imperialist super-profits create this situation in the Canada, 

Quebec, the United States, England, France, Belgium, Germany, Japan, Italy, Switzerland, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Israel, Sweden and Denmark. MIM accepts people as 
members who agree on these basic principles and accept democratic centralism, the system 
of majority rule, on other questions of party line. 
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Program of the Maoist 
Internationalist Movement 

MIM |1996 


WHAT WE WANT 
WHAT WE BELIEVE 

1. We want communism. 

We believe that communism is the elimination of all oppression — the power of groups over 
other groups. This includes national oppression, class oppression, and gender oppression. 

2. We want socialism. 

We believe that socialism is the path to communism. We believe that the current dictatorship 
of the bourgeoisie oppresses the world's majority. We believe that socialism - the 
dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry - is a necessary step towards a world without 
inequality or dictatorship - a communist world. We uphold the USSR under Lenin and Stalin 
(1917-1953) and China under Mao (1949- 1976) as models in this regard. 

3. We want revolutionary armed struggle. 

We believe that the oppressors will not give up their power without a fight. Ending 
oppression is only possible by building public opinion to seize power through armed 
struggle. We believe, however, that armed struggle in the imperialist countries is a serious 
strategic mistake until the bourgeoisie becomes really helpless. Revolution will become a 
reality for North America as the U.S. military becomes over-extended in the government's 
attempts to maintain world hegemony. 

We are advocates of the abolition of war, we do not want war; but war can only be 
abolished through war, and in order to get rid of the gun it is necessary to take up the 
gun. - Mao Zedong 

4. We want organization. 

We believe that democratic-centralism, the system of unified application of majority 
decisions, is necessary to defeat the oppressors. This system includes organization, 
leadership, discipline and hierarchy. The oppressors use these weapons, and we should, too. 
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By building a disciplined revolutionary communist vanguard party, we follow in the tradition 
of comrades Lenin, Mao and Huey Newton. 

5. We want independent institutions of and for the oppressed. 

We believe that the oppressed need independent media to build public opinion for socialist 
revolution. We believe that the oppressed need independent institutions to provide land, 
bread, housing, education, medical care, clothing, justice and peace. We believe that the best 
independent institution of all is a self-reliant socialist government. 

6. We want continuous revolution. 

We believe that class struggle continues under socialism. We believe that under socialism, the 
danger exists for a new bourgeoisie to arise within the communist party itself. We believe 
that these new oppressors will restore capitalism unless they are stopped. We believe that the 
bourgeoisie seized power in the USSR after the death of Stalin in 1953; in China it was after 
Mao’s death and the overthrow of the “Gang of Four” in 1976. We believe that China’s 
Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution (1966-1976) is the farthest advance towards 
communism in human history, because it mobilized millions of people against the 
restoration of capitalism. 

7. We want a united front against imperialism. 

We believe that the imperialists are currently waging a hot war - a World War III - against 
the world’s oppressed nations, including the U.S. empire’s internal colonies. We seek to unite 
all who can be united under proletarian and feminist leadership against imperialism, 
capitalism and patriarchy. 

We believe that the imperialist-country working classes are primarily a pro-imperialist labor 
aristocracy at this time. Likewise, we believe that the biological-wimmin of the imperialist 
countries are primarily a gender aristocracy. Thus, while we recruit individuals from these 
and other reactionary groups to work against their class, national and gender interests, we do 
not seek strategic unity with them. In fact, we believe that the imperialist-country working- 
classes and imperialist-country biological-wimmin, like the bourgeoisies and petit- 
bourgeoisies, owe reparations to the international proletariat and peasantry. As such, one of 
the first strategic steps MIM will take upon winning state power will be to open the borders. 

We believe that socialism in the imperialist countries will require the dictatorship of the 
international proletariat and that the imperialist-country working-classes will need to be on 
the receiving end of this dictatorship. 

8. We want New Democracy for the oppressed nations. We want power for the 
oppressed nations to determine their destinies. 
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We believe that oppressed people will not be free until they are able to determine their 
destinies. We look forward to the day when oppressed people will live without imperialist 
police terror and will learn to speak their mind without fear of the consequences from the 
oppressor. When this day comes, meaningful plebiscites can be held in which the peoples 
will decide for themselves if they want their own separate nation-states or some other 
arrangement. 

9. We want world revolution. 

We believe it is our duty to support Marxism-Leninism-Maoism everywhere, though our 
principal task is to build public opinion and independent institutions in preparation for 
Maoist revolution in North America. The imperialists think and act globally - we must do 
the same. 

10. We want politics in command. 

We believe that correct tactics flow from correct strategies, which flow from a correct 
ideological and political line. We believe that the fight against imperialism, capitalism and 
patriarchy goes hand-in-hand with the fight against revisionism, chauvinism, and 
opportunism. 

The correctness or otherwise of the ideological and political line decides everything. 
When the Party’s line is correct, then everything will come its way. If it has no 
followers, then it can have followers; if it has no guns, then it can have guns; if it has 
no political power, then it can have political power. - Mao Zedong 


4 



Avoid Amerikan Protectionism - 
Let Sleeping Fascists Lie 

MIM 4 | 18 April 2001 


The Maoist Internationalist Movement (MIM) agrees with many of the specific calls raised 
by the organizers of the April 21st Border Action, such as shutting down sweatshops, ending 
the exploitation of peasants and farmworkers, preventing Amerika from pillaging Mexico’s 
natural resources, etc. 1 We do not, however, raise the call “Stop the Free Trade Area of the 
Americas,” for several reasons. 

MIM opposes imperialism generally. Many of the problems opponents of the FTAA, 
NAFTA, neoliberalism, privatization point out are in fact symptoms of imperialism. The 
commodification of labor, depressed wages, and destruction of the environment predated 
these policies. Overturning them might mean a shift in the balance of forces and a return to 
a “new deal” type of social democracy in Amerika - but super-exploitation and other 
problems built into the capitalist system like monumental waste would continue. 

But this is not just a matter of reform versus revolution. We know that reforms — partial 
demands which can be won under capitalism - are necessary and useful. The question is, 
what use do we make of reforms? 2 

So what does a positive reform look like at this historical moment of imperialism? Some said 
for example that the United States should not join NAFTA, because free trade means the 
abolition or nonenforcement of laws protecting the environment. In 1991, under GATT, 
Mexico fought the United States and won the right to sell tuna to the United States that 
Mexican fishers obtained while killing dolphins in their nets. The U.S. Marine Mammal 
Protection Act had banned tuna fishing that could endanger dolphins. 3 For reasons of this 
sort, MIM was told we should oppose GATT and NAFTA and take up economic 
nationalism. At best, the reasoning is that it is easier to fight for progressive laws inside one 
country. 

MIM believes that kind of reasoning leads to sharper contradictions between imperialist 
powers and more wars — many bound to be fought by 7 proxy in the colonies. If Mexico or 


1 http://www.etext.org/Politics/MIM/cal/BorderAction.PDF 

2 Stalin, The Foundations of Leninism, Section VI 1.6. 

3 The Class Structure of Imperialism in 1997, Section C.6. 
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other Third World countries can go to socialism and protect their nascent industries, that is 
one thing, and we should do everything possible to support whatever economic relationship 
they want to the imperialist countries. Asking an imperialist country to take up economic 
nationalism is another thing. Instead, we should aim our economic demands to be sure they 
have an internationalist spin. 

That’s why we support reforms like a global minimum wage and struggles against particular 
sweatshops. 4 

MIM does not want Mexico to shoulder the burden of losing its tuna fishing business. We 
want the imperialist countries to hand over the nets and technology to make it possible to 
fish without killing the dolphins. That is the general formula for environmental demands 
when they concern the Third World. If the imperialist countries want higher environmental 
standards, and they should, let them pay for it. Already they do this within the European 
Union where some countries pay for the use of less-polluting production techniques by 
poorer countries. 

If the whole world lived U.$. living standards, the species would probably die instantly from 
pollution, so it is clear the U.$. people owe the world for their system. “It is epic hypocrisy 
for Americans to scold the poor for destroying nature while U.S. companies are still free to 
dump toxic wastes from American consumption in poor countries. If they intend to reform 
the world, America and other advanced nations have to take care of their own mess first.” 5 
The bourgeois economists think their free trade is more efficient? Well, let them use those 
efficiency gains to improve the environment and inequality between the Third World and 
imperialist countries. 

Because of the current political climate, raising economic nationalism in Amerika is bound to 
reinforce “Amerika-first” chauvinism. The main reason for this is that it’s not just a few fat 
cat millionaires who benefit from imperialist exploitation. As the organizers of the Border 
Action note, 6 Amerikans generally benefit, through cheap prices on imported goods or 
relatively inflated wages. The campaign against NAFTA fed the usual (incorrect) grousing 
about “them” stealing “our jobs.” The AFL-CIO used Seattle and Washington D.C. protests 
to bait China — of immediate concern, given the jingoism surrounding the recent spy plane 
incident. 

It is no longer progressive to fight for “30 for 40” in the imperialist countries, because those 
workers are not exploited. However, demand for a global minimum wage or international 
labor rights are still entirely progressive and do not increase the existing world war by 
encouraging imperialist country nationalism. 


4 http://www.etext.org/Politics/MIM/mn/text.php?mimfile=mn230/SAMOA.txt 

5 William Greider, One World Ready or Not: The Manic Logic of Global Capitalism, NY: Simon and 
Schuster, 1997. 

6 http://parksmanagement.com/border/p_03.htm 
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500 Years of White Unity 

MCI2 | October 1992, Revised November 1994 


Many people have chosen the 500 year anniversary of the landing of Cristobal Colon as an 
opportunity to denounce the colonial conquest of the peoples and lands of these continents. 
The occasion must also be noted for what it is today: a milestone in the unbroken chain of 
Amerikan oppression which stretches through half a m il lennium. 

MIM has always emphasized that Amerikan oppression is national oppression — the 
exploitation of nations by a whole nation. Since the first poor whites demanded total 
subjugation of indigenous peoples, and their working class compatriots in Europe clamored 
for cheaper consumer commodities produced by slaves, the oppressor nation has, as a 
whole, feasted on the spoils of genocidal Amerika. 

That is why, from the perspective of the oppressed nations, the “left” and “right” of 
Amerikan politics are so hard to tell apart. In the 1600s, white farmers led a revolt (Bacon’s 
rebellion) to demand more land-grabbing war on native people, and, in Bacon’s words, the 
“utter Ruine and destruction” of all indigenous people. The event is considered a milestone 
of “democratic resistance” for the Amerikan left. 1 

In the 1700s, the incipient white working class rallied around the Amerikan revolution in 
order to gain more control over the state's tools of repression and exploitation, and to 
develop independent capitalism. Sixty-five thousand slaves joined the war on the side of the 
British, more than 10 times the number who fought for settler Amerika — and many more 
used the crisis as a chance to fight for freedom on their own. Most of the Amerikan left 
maintains that revolution as the birth of democracy in Amerika, starting a tradition which 
must now be remade. The oppressed know that the innovation of that era was the reuniting 
of Amerikan nationals against their subjects, the indigenous, Black and other oppressed 
nations. 2 

In the 1800s, modern capitalism gave birth to the Amerikan labor movement. Its leaders 
fought for the elevation of white workers, the extension of slavery, and the exclusion of 
oppressed peoples from all spheres of power. When Chinese workers struck for better 
conditions in the West, white workers forced their unions to organize boycotts of goods 
which were not “Made with White Labor Only.” In 1879, 99% of California white voters 

1 J. Sakai, Settlers: The Mythology of the White Proletariat, Morningstar Press, 1983. pp. 12-16. 

2 Ibid., p. 19. 
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voted to ban Chinese immigration, after Chinese workers had built the railroads out West 
and made huge tracts of California lands suitable for growing crops. 3 

After the bourgeoisie finally convinced white workers that slavery was an infeasible 
economic system, white workers and their allies took their battles to the streets of Northern 
cities, fighting to keep Black workers (who were often driven off what little land they had by 
white settlers) in the lowest industries, jobs and neighborhoods. 4 

White “feminism” further extended the suffering of oppressed nationals, as suffragettes 
argued that if white men didn't give white women the vote, white power would be fatally 
threatened. A Kentucky suffragist leader wrote that the National American Women's 
Suffrage Association “never hesitated to show that the White women's vote would give 
supremacy to the white race.” 5 These white supremacists decided the suffragette movement 
would wear white. It was a convenient decision: the only thing missing from their day-time 
wardrobe was the white hoods they needed for nighttime cross-burnings and lynchings. 

The Amerikan women of the pseudo-feminist movement today pay proud homage to their 
early white supremacist sisters, as they wear white in National Organization for Women 
marches. And the white labor movement leads a massive fight to keep their jobs at hundreds 
of times the wages of Third World workers, and keep immigrant competition away. They 
clamor for war and conquest abroad, and for the repression of revolutionary movements 
among the oppressed in the ghettos, barrios and fields within Amerika. 

The only revolutionary movement within Amerika since 1492 been the movement of 
oppressed nations against the dominant Amerikan nation. There is no revolutionary class or 
gender struggle separate from this overarching reality. Within the revolutionary struggle of 
the oppressed nations, proletarian and feminist struggles propel the movement forward. 
There can be no revolutionary “working class” movement, and no revolutionary “feminist” 
movement, which does not adopt the perspective of the oppressed nations, and fight for 
their emancipation. 

The first test of any revolutionary movement within Amerika remains the same today as it 
was the day Columbus first raped an Arawak woman: does the movement fundamentally 
oppose Amerika and all that it stands for? Or does it merely pose left in its quest - deliberate 
or accidental - for a unified oppressor nation? 


3 Ibid., pp. 33-7. George McNeill, ed., The Labor Movement: The Problem of To-day, New York: 1892, pp. 
446-7. 

4 See William Tuttle, Race Riot: Chicago in the Red Summer of 1919, Athaneum: New York, 1980. 

5 Paula Giddings, When and Where i Enter: The impact of Black Women on Race and Sex in America, 
Bantam: New York, 1984, pp. 125-6. 
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Give Me a Home ... 
Where the Buffalo Roam No More 

MC86 and MC0 | January 1992 


Homelessness in Amerika is necessarily built into the very structure of the Amerikan Way. 
But, as if poverty were a new phenomenon, each year the media runs feature stories profiling 
the poor as a suddenly urgent problem. These articles ignore the real cause: capitalism. Yes, 
even in this decadent country, where the economy is drunk on the blood of super-profits 
from the Third World, people die outside, cold and hungry. The system demands their 
deaths. 

The key to full rights as an Amerikan citizen is home-ownership. You can't be a setder 
without a house. Settler Amerikans stand in line at the banks pleading for mortgage loans, 
since it is cheaper to own a house than to rent one - if you’ve got the credit. Not only does 
real estate ownership mean the opportunity to resell the property for a profit, but owning it 
provides a tremendous tax-break. The group benefitting the most from government housing 
subsidies are not “welfare-mothers,” but home-owners! 

Tax write-offs for propertied citizens amount to more than $54 billion dollars a year in 
uncollected taxes. 1 Compare that to the total housing subsidy for the poor of $9.2 billion in 
1988 (a 72.6% drop from 1981). 2 

Home on the range 

Homelessness is not a new phenomenon in Amerika. When the first European settlers 
arrived, the “New World” supported 100 million indigenous people: who are now homeless. 
The Founding Fathers imported 100 million former home-owners from Africa. 3 Most of the 
25 million survivors of slavery have never owned a home in Amerika. 

As home-ownership opportunities grew for the Euro-Amerikan settlers, landlords charged 
the indigenous, Black, Latino, and non-Anglo immigrant nationalities exorbitant rents to live 
in tenement ghettos. Over the years, banks and speculators moved entire slums from one 
area of a city to another, as neighborhoods built by the people were gentrified. 


1 Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, "The Crisis in Housing for the Poor," 7/89, pp. 26-27. 

2 United Church Board for Homeless Ministries, "Homelessness and Affordable Housing," 1989, p. 52. 

3 J. Sakai, Settlers: The Mythology of the White Proletariat, Morningstar Press, 1983. 
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Fear of homelessness or unemployment helps keep proletarians working within U.S. borders 
— working for less and less pay in a country that saw the number of millionaires double from 
475,000 in 1982 to 941,000 in 1986. 4 

In 1990, Congress passed the mis-named Cranston-Gonzalez Affordable Housing Act, 
which subsidizes banks and slippery “non-profit” developers as they buy up decrepit 
housing projects, foreclosed properties, and entire blocks burned by landlord-arsonists. The 
buildings are remodeled and sold to the wealthy, as well as to managers and labor-aristocrats 
who can afford to purchase cooperatives and condominiums. 

As the inner-city communities are destroyed by gentrification and people flee to suburban 
territories in search of work and housing, some people become homeless for a few months, 
others for years. 

Who's homeless? 

A 1987 study of interviews with 1,846 homeless people - most of whom were found in soup 
kitchens or shelters — found that 54% were members of oppressed nationalities. Almost one 
out of four had done time in a state or federal prison. 5 

This points toward overall poverty rates, which show that 30% of all people officially under 
the "poverty line" are Black. 6 41% of Black households have incomes of less than $15,000 
per year, compared to 17% of white households. 7 

Homelessness involves two key factors in America: First, some unemployment is 
structurally built into the system, as it is with any capitalist economy. Second, when the 
economy suffers internationally, more people become homeless and the bourgeoisie is less 
able and willing to ensure even their allies the basic necessities. 

In the United States both of these categories - structural homelessness and the increases in 
homelessness with economic downturns — are made up predominantly of the oppressed 
nations. So it is no surprise that the homeless are mostly Blacks, Latinos, and indigenous 
peoples. 

Liberals, social democrats and Trotskyists love to point to the figures showing the growing 
numbers of homeless and unemployed and suggest that things are going bad for the white 
working class. Knight-Ridder recently did a study on the demise of “the middle class” 
(namely white wage-workers) and how this class now has less money and privileges than it 
did 20 years ago. But when push comes to shove, the white nation in the United States fairs 


4 Institute for Policy Studies, "The Right To Housing," 1989, pp. 17-18. 

5 Urban Institute Project Report, in Population Today'll 89. (This study is probably not reliable overall, 
since it mostly counted people "receiving services.") 

6 1991 Statistical Abstract of the United States, p. 462. 

7 Ibid., p. 456. 
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very well compared to the oppressed nations inside Amerika and throughout the Third 
World. 8 

Don't gimme shelter 


Homeless people stay with relatives, with friends, in cars, in parks, in subways, in squats, in 
empty lots. The places that most people do not want to stay are in the concentration camps 
- called “shelters,” “welfare hotels,” “sanctuaries,” “work-farms.” Municipalities receive 
Federal monies for warehousing people in city-owned, uninhabitable slum apartments in 
cities where there are thousands of vacant, “market-rate” units and a surplus of new, unused 
office space built with government funds. 9 


For people denied real shelter, just staying alive on a hand-to-mouth basis is a full time job. 
Homelessness is also a profitable industry for various reformists, religious institutions, and 
poverty pimps who have a financial stake in the continuation of the people’s misery. 10 


Solving the problem 

After World War II, Amerika stayed drunk on the blood, sweat and tears of the 70% of the 
world's population who earn in one year what many Amerikan workers make in a week. As 
40,000 children die of starvation every day in the nations bled by imperialism, Euro- 
Amerikan owners and workers (including industrial white workers) dance in their graveyard. 
Even during a recession, they receive high salaries, wages and a standard of living that dwarfs 
the below-subsistence pittances that keeps most of the world under-fed, under-employed, 
and under-housed by any contemporary standards of technologically-possible decency. The 
not-so-Big Secret of capitalism is that those who do the least work get the most money. It’s 
all about ownership. 

Amerikan home-ownership has always rested on the destruction of other peoples’ homes. 
Just ask the Iraqi people. Ask the Panamanian people. Ask the Korean, the Japanese, the 
Vietnamese, the Cambodian, the Salvadoran people. The list is as long as Amerika is old. 


8 Detroit News 11 /5/91, p. 1. Detroit Free Press 11 /26/91, p. 1 A. 

9 NYT 11/6/91, p.Al. 

10 MIM Notes 53, p. 9. 

MC12 and MC42 contributed to this report. 


13 



MIM Strengthens Line on 
First Nation Self-Determination 

MIM | 1996/ 1995 Congress 


In 1994, MIM approved a resolution that included this text with regard to the future division 
of North America: 

Delete: “If ultimately given such authority by the First Nations.” Liberated socialist 
areas do not need to be given “authority” by formations that are not necessarily 
socialist; and the liberated areas have their own power for self-determination. This 
recognizes that no socialist government will oppress any nation or encroach on the 
territory any anti-imperialist nation inhabits or has seized from Amerika. 

In 1995, MIM rejected this passage, recognizing it as self-contradictory and objectively a 
great-nation-chauvinist liquidation of the right to self-determination of the First Nations. It 
is self-contradictory because denying the First Nation masses the right to self-determination 
is itself a form of oppression. Lenin recognized that the right of oppressed nations to self- 
determination extended to the right to bourgeois nationalist secession from a socialist state. 
Likewise, the right of the peoples of colonies of settlement, such as the First Nations, to self- 
determination, extends to the right to outright deport the settlers to their or their ancestors’ 
country or continent of origin. MIM does not expect such a drastic measure to be well- 
advised or necessary - a proletarian dictatorship over the settlers would likely be a more 
effective method of preventing colonialist-restoration. Nonetheless, a government on North 
American soil cannot be truly socialist if it does not have the support of the majority of the 
First Nations masses. 
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The Duality of Nations: 
Seize the Revolutionary Imperative 

MC12 | November 1993 


Since MIM developed its analysis of the white working class as a non-revolutionary worker- 
elite - a labor aristocracy - thanks to the work of J. Sakai in Settlers: The Mythology of the White 
Proletariat, it has moved to put into practice the analysis of the contradiction between 
imperialism and oppressed nations as principal for revolutionaries on a world scale under 
conditions of imperialism. This advanced with the publication of MIM Theory 1: A White 
Proletariat? With MIM’s subsequent development of a parallel analysis of gender oppression 
in MIM Theory 2 /3, the development of this practice has reached a conclusive point for now. 

These theoretical attempts have circled around revolutionary nationalism itself, by 
developing an analysis of its opposite: the reactionary nationalist alliance of the labor 
aristocracy with the imperialist bourgeoisie on the one hand, and the gender alliance of First 
World pseudo-feminism with the imperialist patriarchy on the other. MIM exposed both of 
these alliances as both objective and subjective: as political alliances based in the material 
reality of life in Amerika. The underlying conclusion of both of these is the need in the 
United States for a communist/revolutionary-nationalist alliance led by a Marxist-Leninist- 
Maoist vanguard party. MIM has not thoroughly addressed the formations of the oppressed 
internal nations themselves, while it has constructed the skeleton of that analysis in relief. 

As MIM’s social base expands, reflecting the dual purposes of uniting oppressed nations 
behind Marxism-Leninism-Maoism and dividing susceptible elements from the Amerikan 
nation, the need for filling in that revolutionary center grows. That project will follow from 
expanded practice among the oppressed nations as well as a comprehensive review of 
previous and existing revolutionary nationalist movements, and the concrete theoretical 
analysis of both. 

When imperialism launches a war of aggression against a country, all its various 
classes, except for some traitors, can temporarily unite in a national war against 
imperialism. At such a time, the contradiction between imperialism and the country 
concerned becomes the principal contradiction, while all the other contradictions 
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among the various classes of the country... are temporarily relegated to a secondary 
or subordinate position. 1 

The nation, as a social and historical formation, exists in both objective and subjective 
reality. It is neither permanent nor unchanging; both its overall existence in human society 
and its specific manifestations are subject to the laws of material development. The nation 
rises and falls, is born and dies, as determined by the motion of forces both internal and 
external to itself. Nations are not created solely by the drawing of state borders, any more 
than nation-states are the products of their official nations alone. Not all nations have 
developed nation-states, and not all states have been built around specific nations. 

Nations are a phenomenon of class society. Class and gender contradictions pre-existed 
nations. Class and gender contradictions determine national contradictions in the same way 
that they underlay and determine the contradiction of capitalism. National liberation changes 
the conditions under which class and gender struggles take place; but national liberation 
cannot itself resolve the class and gender contradictions. 

Dominant-nation theoreticians and their political followers have largely dismissed Marxist 
theories of nations (the objective structures) and nationalism (the political projects), and 
have instead settled upon a generalized conclusion that Marxism has simply failed to treat 
the issue successfully. Such an argument - as prevalent as it is in the dominant discourse - 
can never be credibly advanced with regard to the Third World. There Marxism has 
produced the only form of treatment of the issue possible within the consistent pedagogy of 
dialectical and historical materialism: the fusion of revolutionary theory and revolutionary 
practice. 

The dominant-school pundits may be correct to point out that Marx himself failed to 
“resolve” the national question. But Marxism, the political and philosophical theory and 
practice, has developed and tested many approaches to the national question, producing in 
the process the most significant revolutionary movements in the twentieth century: the most 
significant revolutions, in fact, since the birth of Marxism. And yet First World intellectuals 
will apparently pour scorn on the legacy of Stalin and Mao on the national question as long 
as there are dominant nations left in the world to produce intellectuals. 

Nations and national ideologies have a dual character, within which opposing characteristics 
exist in contradiction. As there are subordinate and dominant nations, so too are there 
progressive and reactionary forces within nationalism. Within the subordinate nations the 
revolutionary (emancipatory) character of nationalism is dominant; within the dominant 
nations the reactionary (exclusionary) character holds sway. Failure to recognize or 
acknowledge this dual character of nations leads to an inability to understand the changing 
place of nationalism in history and the political imperatives resulting from that motion. 


1 Mao Zedong, "On Contradiction," Collected Works, Vol. 1. Foreign Languages Press: Peking, 1975, p. 331. 
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Each nation has a beginning and an end, as does the existence of the phenomenon itself. 
This is not a new proposition; rather it is an application and a development of the Marxist 
theory of nations begun by J.V. Stalin, who with the Bolsheviks advanced the first 
revolutionary theory and practice on the national question in the era of imperialism. That the 
outcome of that effort was history’s first socialist revolution is testimony to the value of the 
theory and practice; that it is with historical hindsight less-than-perfect is testimony to the 
dialectical relationship between theory and practice - and the truth of an old saying repeated 
by Mao Zedong: “a fall into the pit, a gain in your wit.” Or, more elaborately: 

The dialectical-materialist theory of knowledge places practice in the primary 
position, holding that human knowledge can in no way be separated from practice 
and repudiating all the erroneous theories which deny the importance of practice or 
separate knowledge from practice. 2 

In the era of imperialism, the dual character of nations is thus: the principal contradiction on 
a world scale is between imperialism and the oppressed nations. This contradiction contains 
within it many other contradictions: principally the contradictions of class and gender. Thus, 
the contradictions of class and gender determine the contradictions of imperialism. Through 
national liberation struggles, class and gender interests are united in opposition to 
imperialism and national oppression, thus creating the conditions for the eventual 
destruction of class and gender oppression as well. 

In “The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Self-Determination,” Lenin argued 
that the right of self-determination belonged “wholly and exclusively” to the sphere of 
political democracy. 3 But by 1920 he distinguished between “bourgeois democratic” and 
“national-revolutionary” forms of national struggle. This change was the result of political 
struggles between reformist and revolutionary forms of Social-Democracy. The result was 
the “cardinal idea” underlying the new thesis: “the distinction between oppressed and 
oppressor nations.” 4 And it was an idea made possible in the Bolshevik Party’s eyes by the 
imminence of socialist revolution in Russia - without a developed capitalist stage - and the 
anticipated future alliance between national-revolutionary struggles and the dictatorship of 
the proletariat in Russia. Lenin further argued: 

In the same way as mankind can arrive at the abolition of classes only through a 
transition period of the dictatorship of the oppressed class, it can arrive at the 
inevitable integration of nations only through a transition period of the complete 
emancipation of all oppressed nations, i.e., their freedom to secede. 5 


2 Mao Zedong, "On Practice," in Selected Readings. Foreign Languages Press: Peking, 1971, p. 67. 

3 V.l. Lenin, "The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Seif-Determination," January-February 
1916. From Selected Works, one volume edition. International Publishers: New York, 1971. 

4 From the 2nd Congress of the Communist International (1920). In ibid., pp. 602-605. 

5 Lenin, op cit., p. 160. 
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Recognizing the conditions under which the national contradiction is principal is the result 
of a political practice and historical analysis which reveals that the classes and genders within 
the oppressed and oppressor nations have constructed strategic national alliances for their 
class and gender interests. National liberation struggles have been propelled by these forces. 
In the oppressed nations these alliances have led to the revolutionary struggles that have 
been the main threats to the existence of the imperialist system itself. This is the objective 
course of human history in the era of imperialism; it is not merely the political choice of 
nationalists eager to advance “their cause” over class and gender struggle. 

Nationalism is the political theory and practice of the nation, and its dual character mirrors 
the motion of the contradictions between imperialism and oppressed nations on a world 
scale. In the dominant imperialist nations, the reactionary character of nationalism 
determines the overall shape of the movement; in the subordinate nations the revolutionary 
character is principal, propelling the revolutionary national liberation struggle. Juan Gomez- 
Quinones says Lenin saw two directions in the movement of imperialism. Immediately, 
imperialism’s oppression of nations was a force for their galvanization into national 
resistance movements; but at the same rime the world-wide dominance of capital also forced 
the integration of nations. 

As a result of both aspects, there is an increase in nationalism, both for the oppressed 
and the oppressors. Thus, there is a dialectic between the bourgeois nationalism of 
the oppressor and the mass nationalism of the oppressed. Consequently, imperialism 
is characterized as an era of rising mass national consciousness. 6 

The people of the dominant nations construct class and gender alliances which use 
nationalism to advance their class and gender interests within dominant nations at the 
expense of the people of the subordinate nations. These strategic alliances are mainly two¬ 
fold: the alliance of the labor aristocracy and the imperialist bourgeoisie, and the gender 
alliance between dominant-nation women and dominant-nation men. The people of the 
subordinate nations, on the other hand, construct class and gender alliances which serve to 
advance the interests of their nations and attack the foundations of imperialism. Their 
struggle is the revolutionary nationalist struggle, comprising an alliance of the working 
masses with the left-wing of the national bourgeoisie and sections of the petty bourgeoisie, 
and an alliance between women and left-wing men of each class level in the subordinate 
nation. In the dominant nations, the bourgeoisie generally leads the national class alliance, 
and the patriarchy leads the national gender alliance. In the oppressed nations, the level of 
leadership gained by the proletariat (or its ideology) in the national class alliance, and the 
level of leadership gained by feminism within the national gender alliance, determines the 
revolutionary potential of the national liberation struggle. Class and gender struggles thus 
propel national liberation struggles: the class and gender contradictions between imperialism 

6 Juan Gomez-Quinones, "Critique on the National Question, Self-Determination and Nationalism." Latin 
American Perspectives, Spring 1982, Issue 33, Vol. IX, No. 2, p. 70. 
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and the oppressed nations are prioritized over the internal contradictions (and the internal 
contradictions provide fuel for the fire of the overall movement). 

Rather than merely a self-interested grasp at opportunity, then, the Chinese communists’ 
participation in the national war against Japan was specifically internationalist in perspective, 
as articulated by Mao: 

[OJnly by fighting in defence of the motherland can we defeat the aggressors and 
achieve national liberation. And only by achieving national liberation will it be 
possible for the proletariat and other working people to achieve their own 
emancipation. The victory of China and the defeat of the invading imperialists will 
help the people of other countries. Thus in wars of national liberation patriotism is 
applied internationalism. 7 

Engels said of the workers in Ireland and Poland in 1882 that they had “not only the right 
but even the duty to be nationalistic... they are most internationalistic when they are 
genuinely nationalistic.” Ten years earlier, Engels had argued that Irish workers should have 
their own national organization, because to ask them to join the British Federal Council 
would have been an insult. 8 And Gomez-Quinones: 

Historically, when the working class has been led by Marxists and the class struggle 
linked with the national liberation struggle, there has been a progressive revolutionary 
development. When the two have been separated or driven apart, national aspirations 
are captured by the bourgeoisie and right-wing petty bourgeoisie, who use them for 
power and advantage. 9 

Each of these alliances within nations - both dominant and subordinate - is by necessity 
also contradictory and highly imperfect, but their overall character is one of subordinated 
contradiction and strategic alliance. At various times their internal contradictions become 
antagonistic, which motion yields opportunities for opposing nations to make divisive 
inroads. The division of the oppressor nations is a revolutionary development, while the 
division of the oppressed nations represents a setback and loss for the people’s struggle 
against imperialism. 

Thus MIM has developed a dual purpose, which includes on the one hand seeking to divide 
the dominant Amerikan nation by drawing off members of such potentially revolutionary 
elements as students and young people, and on the other hand developing united Maoist 
revolutionary leadership for the oppressed nations which stand in opposition to Amerikan 
imperialism. 


7 Mao, Selected Readings, op cit., p. 140. 

8 Ian Cummins, Marx, Engels and National Movements. London: 1980, p. 104. 

9 Gomez-Quinones, op cit., p. 77. 
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On the Internal Class Structure 
of the Internal Semi-Colonies 

MC5 | February 1998 
edited by MC45 | March 1999 


I. History of Black Panther Party view of class structure 

In the four years preceding the formation of the Black Panthers, Huey Newton and Bobby 
Seale had the chance to run into activists of the Progressive Labor Party. The Progressive 
Labor Party and Robert Williams were conduits to Mao of information about the USA. 

In his famous statement of 1963 on the oppression of Black people, Mao countered those 
nationalists who would say that white workers were the enemy. We have to recall at that 
moment the Nation of Islam was dominating headlines and Malcolm X was seen as the 
leader of radical Blacks. He would occasionally have something quotable to say about “white 
devils.” Mao’s statement offset the reformism of Martin Luther King and the non¬ 
materialism of the Nation of Islam. Huey Newton recalls that even he was not able to 
summon enough hatred of the Euro-Amerikans to be totally acceptable to the non-Marxist 
nationalism of the time; although he demonstrated in practice the physical courage to go into 
shoot-outs with police. 

Unfortunately, given the climate of the times, Mao veered away from a serious analysis of 
the class structure of the United States and promoted a stereotypical view. Some Chinese 
documents on the national question within U.S. borders at the time do not even mention 
super-profits and thus prepare reconciliation with social-democracy in order to fight Islam, a 
most definitely incorrect strategy. 

Nonetheless, throughout the 1960s, the Peking Review of the Chinese Communist Party was 
admitting that comrades in the United States “were beginning” to study Mao Zedong 
Thought. The first Chinese references to the Black Panthers were of this nature. Revisionists 
of the Wang Ming variety promote the idea that Mao settled the issue of the class structure, 
when the contrary is the truth: the comrades in the United States had only just started 
studying Marxist-Leninist science and Mao Zedong Thought. To think that they had come 
up with a definitive analysis of the class structure would be like saying the Chinese 
Revolution was carried out in Moscow classrooms. Those who attack us with such general 
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statements by Mao and no analysis of U.f>. conditions do not understand the first thing 
about Maoism. We advise them to read the Selected Works of Mao from the beginning. 

The first analyses of the U.$. class structure in the post-McCarthy period omitted Lenin’s 
concept of labor aristocracy. There are no writings from the CPUSA or the PLP that show 
any awareness of the original Lenin and COMINTERN pronouncements on the imperialist 
country class structures. What the Progressive Labor Party said was right out of a chapter of 
Das Kapital - completely removed from U.$. conditions. As we explain elsewhere in a review 
of their 1968 Boston Magazine, PLP performed the magic act of disappearing the petty- 
bourgeoisie in order to smuggle it into the proletarian camp as Lenin spent most of World 
War I warning against. 

At first the Black Panthers accepted the proclamations from Mao in 1963 and 1968 on Black 
people and re-distributed them in the hundreds of thousands by reprinting them in their 
newspaper. Newton accepted the view in 1968 that 98 percent of Black people were have- 
nots, even higher than the 94 percent the APSP says today. As time went on the Black 
Panther Party started showing awareness of the concept of the labor aristocracy, middle 
classes generally and the situation in Algeria. In comments on the U.S. Constitution Huey 
Newton referred to settlers. 

By 1970, Huey Newton and Eldridge Cleaver were both putting forward something a little 
different than what would be found in standard Maoist circles. Influenced by Fanon, they 
took up Lenin and wrote off the economic demands of the middle-classes as imperialist 
parasitism. Then they said what was left was the lumpenproletariat. This represented the 
correct recognition that salary and wage-receiving people within U$ borders are labor- 
aristocracy or higher, unless they are undocumented. 

So at first the Black Panthers were well served by reprinting what Mao said with the 
feedback of Robert Williams and the Progressive Labor Party. As time went on, the Black 
Panthers took Mao seriously and devised an analysis specific to their conditions. That 
analysis shows that there is a bridge from Lenin to Fanon and Mao, if conditions are such 
that there is no industrial proletariat. 

As we have explained in MIM Theory 10 and elsewhere, Lenin provided the concept that 
entire nations might be bought off with surplus-value sucked out of the colonies. Newton 
and Cleaver accepted this idea and argued that the proletariat ascended to the middle-classes. 
Only the lumpenproletariat that does not get paid might be considered otherwise. 

Huey Newton said, 

In this country, 1970, the Black Panther Party issued a document. Our Minister of 
Information, Eldridge Cleaver, who now is in Algeria, wrote a pamphlet called ‘On 
the Ideology of the Black Panther Party.’ In that work Eldridge Cleaver stated that 
neither the proletarians nor the industrial workers carry the potentialities for 
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revolution in this country at this time. He claimed that the left wing of the 
proletarians, the lumpenproletarians, have that revolutionary potential, and in fact, 
acting as the vanguard, they would carry the people of the world to the final climax of 
the transformation of society. It has been stated by some people, by some parties, by 
some organizations, by the Progressive Labor Party, that revolution is impossible. 
How can the lumpenproletarians carry out a successful socialist transformation when 
they are only a minority ? 1 

Answering his own question, Huey Newton did not say that the oppressed nations (a 
concept he was moving out of) were majority lumpen but he said that the lumpenproletariat 
was going to become the majority of society. 

Technology is developing at such a rapid rate that automation will progress. . . If the 
ruling circle remains in power it seems to me that capitalists will continue to develop 
their technological machinery because they are not interested in the people. 

Therefore, I expect from them the logic that they have always followed: to make as 
much money as possible, and pay the people as little as possible . 2 

Furthermore, 

If revolution does not occur almost immediately, and I say almost immediately 
because technology is making leaps (it made a leap all the way to the moon), and if 
the ruling circle remains in power the proletarian working class will definitely be on 
the decline because they will be unemployables and therefore swell the ranks of the 
lumpens, who are the present unemployables. Every worker is in jeopardy because of 
the ruling circle, which is why we say that the lumpenproletarians have the potential 
for revolution, will probably carry out the revolution, and in the near future will be 
the popular majority. Of course, I would not like to see more of my people 
unemployed or become unemployables, but being objective, because we’re dialectical 
materialists, we must acknowledge the facts . 3 

According to Newton, 

How can we say that we have accomplished revolution if we redistribute the wealth 
just to the people here in North America when the ruling circle itself is guilty . . . they 
have taken away the goods of the people of the world, transported them to America 
and used them as their very own . 4 


1 Huey Newton, To Die for the People: The Writings of Huey Newton (NY: Random House, 1972), p. 26. 

2 Ibid, pp. 27-8. 

3 Ibid, p. 28. 

4 Ibid., p. 34. 
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This was an excellent point, one that the APSP missed as MIM showed in our review of that 
organization in MIM Theory 8. Newton understood what was wrong with narrow nationalism, 
to such an extent that he preferred to chuck the whole concept of nation. 

In a related point very similar to MIM line in MIM Theory 7, Newton points out that a 
country that exploits the whole world will have to be corrected by what MIM calls a joint 
dictatorship of the proletariat of the oppressed nations. Here is how Newton put it: 

The bourgeoisie that is based here in America has an international character because 
it exploits the world, it controls the wealth of the world; it has stolen, usurped, the 
wealth of the people of the world, including the people who are in the Black colony 
here in America and who were stolen from Africa. We feel that the only way that we 
can combat an international enemy is through an international strategy of unity of all 
exploited people who will overthrow the international bourgeoisie and replace it with 
a dictatorship of the proletariat, the workers of the world. 5 

Newton did not call the present U$ majority revolutionary. The Black Panthers said it would 
take the descent into the lumpen from the petty-bourgeoisie to create a revolutionary 
majority. MIM has not put forward the line of an emerging lumpen majority. However, we 
must admit certain facts pointing in this direction. One is that since the time Newton wrote, 
a prison craze did start, and middle-aged and younger people alive today are on pace to live 
to see the majority of the oppressed nations people thrown in prison if present trends 
continue in the U$A. There is also some evidence of this craze spreading to Europe; 
although Europe starts considerably “behind,” which is one situation in which “behind” 
means ahead. Secondly, others have pointed to the development of technology that makes it 
possible for the ruling class to single-handedly oppress the vast majority of people with 
persynalized weapons of militarism and with technology that makes labor obsolete. Some 
argue that the labor theory of value is now obsolete, because we are headed for a future 
where there is no labor or only very small quantities. 

We believe that the materialism displayed by Newton is leagues ahead of that seen in the 
labor aristocracy and Kautskyite circles criticizing MIM. We would like to keep his theory of 
the lumpenproletariat in mind. He also adds to it in the book In Search of Common Ground , 
where he explains why the concept of inter-communalism is necessary. It turns out that just 
as the PLP break with Mao that resulted in so much splintering since that time was inspired 
by Vietnam, Huey Newton’s eclectic break with Mao was also inspired by Vietnam. Neither 
PLP nor the BPP liked what Mao was doing about Vietnam — criticizing revisionism in 
private and upholding united front in public. Huey Newton relates that he was writing a 
letter to the Vietnamese Communist Party to criticize it for nationalism, but he wrote the 
letter and tossed and turned in his sleep. When he awoke he decided he felt too guilty to be 
able to criticize the Vietnamese while they were being bombed. Like PL, he now accepted 


5 Ibid., pp. 197-8. 
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that all nationalism is bad, but he also was still unwilling to criticize the Vietnamese for 
revisionism as Mao did. 

From this time onward, under the theory of “revolutionary intercommunalism,” Newton 
took up eclecticism. He still liked Mao, but he now liked any resistance to “reactionary 
intercommunalism” equally. Kim II Sung, Castro, Ho, Fanon and Mao were now to be 
treated equally in Black Panther literature. Ultimately the material reason Newton gave for 
this was that even in China, the U.$. empire was in force, because Mao could not reclaim 
Taiwan. The problem was even worse of course for occupied Korea and Vietnam. All 
peoples were under the U.$. empire according to Newton, but there were some liberated 
territories practicing revolutionary intercommunalism. Thus Newton felt it necessary to 
lump Mao’s China into having merely a community, not a state. The proof of not having a 
state to Newton was the existence of Taiwan under U.$. control. The community in China 
was simply the strongest community awaiting other communities to advance so that a state 
could be administered over U.$. imperialism. 

In both To Die for the People and in In Search of Common Ground , Newton stresses materialism, 
science and the fact that oppressed nationality people of the internal semi-colonies are not 
much different than oppressor nation people. “The people and the economy are so 
integrated into the imperialist empire that it’s impossible to ‘decolonize,’ to return to the 
former conditions of existence.” 6 Newton went on to say that settlers returned from their 
colonies in many countries, but those colonies continued acting as before, as part of the 
empire. Thus “nations no longer exist.” 7 Speaking of the successes in China, Vietnam and 
Korea, Newton referred to these as “revolutionary ontercommunalism” and opposed it to 
the fate of most people which is “reactionary intercommunalism.” 

Our summation of the BPP view on the internal class structure of the U$A and its internal 
semi-colonies is that in no nation of North America or imperialism generally is the lumpen 
yet the majority. On the other hand, we agree with Newton that outside the lumpen and 
undocumented workers, there is no revolutionary class inside imperialist country borders. 

We continue to uphold international proletarian-led revolution, with exploited and 
superexploited workers of the Third World at the head. All the combined John Browns and 
Huey Newtons within U$ borders will not be enough to administer the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, because we have to be absolutely sure that U.$. imperialism does not raise its 
head again once it is defeated. 

MIM organizes for the interests of the u.$. lumpenproletariat as we organize for the interests 
of the international proletariat. Yet we take to heart Mao’s admonition that the lumpen class 
without proper and decisive leadership is not a reliable revolutionary vehicle. Mao wrote that 


6 Kai T. Erikson intro., In Search of Common Ground: Conversations with Erik H. Erikson and Huey P. 
Newton (NY: W.W. Norton & Company, 1973), p. 30. 

7 Ibid., pp. 29-30. 
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the lumpen “lead the most precarious existence of all. One of China’s difficult problems is 
how to handle these people. Brave fighters but apt to be destructive, they can become a 
revolutionary force if given proper guidance.” 8 MIM takes this analysis by Mao to mean that 
while the lumpen truly have nothing to lose in revolutionary struggle and everything to gain, 
they may lack elements of class consciousness that define more organized proletariat. So as 
we look at the situation within u.$. borders today and see that the revolutionary classes have 
no kind of majority here, we take responsibility for leading with the line of the economic 
interests of the lumpen and undocumented workers. 

Unlike Newton, we say that any time a community has organized force it has a state, the 
dictatorship of one class over another. It is necessary to say as much to avoid the 
unaccountability of anarchists and bourgeois democrats. For example, the U.S. Civil War 
involved the organized use of force and the next major advance in class and nation relations 
will also involve oppositions of organized force. Calling MIM seditious for pointing this out 
would be like blaming a historian of Abraham Lincoln for the Civil War. We just point out 
the facts and which theories go along with the facts. 

Even the Maoists in Peru and the Philippines have incipient states. The Mohawk Nation also 
has a state and Huey Newton had one in Oakland. The advantage of Newton’s position is 
that it accounts for the situation of small nations and does not expect that they will seize 
territory and set up completely independent nation-states. Newton says that is impossible for 
everyone including China, thus setting up a standard of what is ultraleft. By his definitions, 
MIM reasons that Newton would have called us ultraleft for insisting that a party with 
organized force must have a state. He went a step farther in opposing imperialism while also 
attacking narrow nationalism. 

MIM agrees with Newton that even small communities must get on the revolutionary road 
and start the struggle even if they are dispersed as Newton believed the Black communities 
to be. If Blacks in Los Angeles organize force to be their own police, they are a state just as 
much as a state set up parallel in New York. There may be very small states. What Newton 
missed was that within those communities he was calling revolutionary intercommunalist, it 
is possible to return to reactionary intercommunalism. Such a return is not a foregone 
conclusion because of the degree of imperialist assimilation of oppressed peoples. It is a 
question of the class enemy from within. Vietnam has proved willing to return to 
assimilation and capitalism. In this, MIM calls Newton ultraleft, because looking at the many 
revolutionary movements around the world some of which held state power like the Chinese 
Communists, Newton insisted that none should be weighted with the accountability of 
statehood. We say this is ultraleftism because the theory moves ahead of concrete conditions 
rather than accounting for what is really going on. 


8 Mao Zedong, "Analysis of the Classes in Chinese Society," Selected Works of Mao Tse-Tung, Voi. I. 
(Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 1967), p. 19. 
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MIM believes part of Newton’s problem lies in his failure to fully explain the need for a new 
theory of revolutionary intercommunalism. Unable to distinguish among revolutionary 
movements with different ideological leadership and unwilling to account for the defense of 
territory seized through revolution, Newton’s theory of intercommunalism disagrees with 
Lenin’s line on ending World War I. Lenin argued against Trotsky that the first responsibility 
of a revolutionary party upon seizing state power was to defend its gains in the largest 
territory possible by not overreaching the boundaries it could defend. Mao’s private criticism 
of the Vietnamese for revisionism was another approach to taking responsibility for 
revolutionary gains. Honoring the united front, Mao took responsibility for trying to help the 
Vietnamese learn from China's more advanced stage of revolution. While Newton elaborated 
on some important aspects of the struggles of revolutionary governments, his theory of 
revolutionary intercommunalism has the air of theory for its own sake. The theory makes 
proletarian parties less accountable for protecting their own political gains than either Lenin 
or Mao did. Newton’s theory is newer, but it is a step back from the practice of building 
socialism in one country or one base area. 

Mao proved to be correct about Vietnam being on the capitalist-road. What the communists 
of the time failed to do was follow Mao on both fighting revisionism and upholding some 
united front. PL wanted to fight revisionism and ditch the united front. Others like many in 
RYM I wanted to ditch fighting revisionism and uphold the united front as the be-all and 
end-all. MIM does not believe it is possible to fight revisionism without upholding united 
front and we also don’t believe it is possible to have a proletarian-led united front without 
fighting revisionism. In fact, where there is no proletarian pole there is no united front, so in 
this sense it is meaningless to talk about united front without fighting revisionism first. 

It is fitting that it would be Huey Newton to be so concerned about imperialist assimilation 
that he would devise a whole theory of intercommunalism to address it. We agree with him 
that it is not a straight-forward matter for an oppressed nation to put itself first while it is 
within an imperialist economic framework. In such a case where the relationship is such that 
super-profits flow into an oppressed nation (internal semi-colony) we cannot even say 
nationalism of an oppressed nation is applied internationalism. Specifically Newton did not 
want to see Black organizing for a share of global imperialist loot. For this reason he did not 
believe that even Black workers were a revolutionary proletariat and he took greater interest 
in the lumpenproletariat and how the lumpenproletariat was assuring its consumption rights 
without a job providing income. 

II. Class structure and exploitation 
a. Genocide 

One of the main reasons that MIM has had difficulty with pinning down the class structure 
of the internal semi-colonies is understanding the role of genocide and past appropriations 
of labor in class formation. Today, when it comes to answering what class various oppressed 
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nationality people are in, we finally answer that historical genocide and exploitation should 
be thought of as affecting the property passed down from generation to generation. 

When it comes to understanding whether oppressed internal semi-colonies are net exploiters 
through imperialism or whether they are exploited, it seems that genocide should be 
accounted for as an historical and continuing debt. Recently, a former member of CPUSA 
circles apparently decided that MIM is slightly more correct than both the CPUSA and the 
Workers World Party and started working with MIM. He wrote to MIM various anti-Semitic 
comments that also showed a confused understanding of fascism. Not surprisingly the same 
persyn contended that First Nation people cannot be said to be exploited. He says they were 
killed, so no labor was extracted. This brings us in a crude way to the question of the impact 
of genocide on class structure. 

In the main, oppressors carry out genocide in the capitalist context to ease the appropriation 
of labor both past and present. Past labor known as “dead labor” is capital, unless we mean 
property of the sort that is land. 

Of course, land also has congealed labor that goes into it as a means of production. The 
work of First Nations to remove rocks from agricultural fields and to build various 
improvements is something stolen when land is stolen. 

It is the accumulation of the means of production through genocide that establishes the 
basis of class society from the earliest existence of class society. Thus genocide can be 
thought of as a pre-condition for capitalist exploitation. It is much easier to extract super¬ 
profits once an oppressor nation has established its ability and willingness to use genocidal 
force. 

Genocide is thought of as something requiring reparations as a matter of justice. Does such 
a concept relate to our understanding of class structure? According to an informative APSP 
pamphlet we reviewed in MIM Theory 8, the debt owed for slavery is in the trillions of 
dollars. During the Vietnam War, the Black Panthers suggested that the U$A pay $10 billion 
for 1 million killed in Vietnam in reparations. How do we relate such calculations to our 
understanding of class structure? And what do we do with the fact that any repayment of 
First Nations must surely make each remaining First Nation member a millionaire, a new 
capitalist? 

Aside from the theft of the products of labor that usually goes along with genocide, we 
should look at the economic meaning of genocide. People are after all congealed labor 
themselves. It took so much food, shelter, clothing and education to make the persyn before 
s/he was killed by the imperialists or their allies. 

When a persyn with one day left to live is killed by imperialists, his or her people are 
deprived of his or her labor or creations for that one day. When a persyn is struck down at 
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age 13, a whole adult lifetime of labor is lost to the oppressed nation. Genocide involves 
both the appropriation of labor and labor-power. 

As scientists, we must admit that killing is not part of what Marx called the “productive 
sector.” Rather it is a kind of appropriation more in the waste sector. The military, police 
and oppressor nation lynch-mobs are part of the unproductive sector. (See a forthcoming 
MIM Theory on the controversial subject of the ideological ramifications of the 
“unproductive” sector.) 

Oppressor nations appropriate the labor and labor-power of other peoples either to waste 
them in order to seize control of resources and sometimes to take them home and use them. 
The commodities they steal after killing involve the theft of labor. Much other destruction is 
appropriation through waste. 

When we look at an oppressed nation and wonder why its national bourgeoisie is so weak 
and why there is either semi-feudalism or dependent capitalism in place, the reason can often 
be traced to genocide. To be a strong and vibrant bourgeoisie, a bourgeoisie has to have had 
labor to appropriate. If the people in one’s area of economic intercourse have been killed 
off, it is difficult to appropriate labor and become thriving bourgeoisie. Genocide stunts the 
upper ranks of the petty-bourgeoisie and bourgeoisie. 

Not surprisingly the same writer in MIM circles formerly of CPUSA circles also failed to 
understand that home and real estate ownership are class and national in nature. The fact 
that an oppressor nation persyn rarely owns the exact farm his/her great grandparents took 
from the First Nations does not mean those great grandparents did not trade within their 
nation. Classes and nations are groups of people not individuals or families. That property 
ended up in the hands of oppressor nation people one way or another, usually through sale 
in exchange for other capital. To this day, people of the same occupation but different 
nations - e.g. Black versus white - have different average amounts of property. Genocide 
increases the development of the petty-bourgeoisie and bourgeoisie proper in the oppressor- 
nation. 

The debt owed by the oppressor nations to oppressed nations of the internal semi-colonies 
is in the tr illi ons. The problem for our analysis of the class structure is that the oppressor- 
nation is now paying it back through economically integrating the semi-colonies with 
imperialism: Now the internal semi-colonies appropriate the labor of the Third World with 
the help of Uncle Sam. Thus the payback is not with Euro-Amerikan labor but with Third 
World labor. 

The APSP is correct to say that the main issue of reparations is not cash. It is control of 
institutions. The trillions owed to the oppressed nations mean control of the land and 
institutions on top of it. The First Nations must control their land here and the Africans 
must receive control of Africa. In Europe, Blacks can receive their reparations by control of 
institutions of the economy and in the U$A, Blacks can work out something with the First 
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Nations to seize land. We do not mean to favor transferring the wealth of Third World 
people to internal semi-colonies. Quite the opposite, we seek to inspire the internal semi¬ 
colonies to be a bridge back to the Third World for the flow of reparations from ex¬ 
imperialism under the dictatorship of the proletariat. 

b. Relative deprivation 

Various bourgeois social-scientists claim that Marx’s labor theory of value is incorrect. Most 
simply are unaware of it in any meaningful way. Nonetheless, there is a sociology discourse 
claiming that Marx’s ideas of “absolute deprivation” are incorrect, because supposedly 
absolute immiseration of the proletariat has not happened under capitalism since Marx’s 
time. 

MIM does not agree with this thesis. The Third World proletariat has been increasingly 
exploited. Life expectancies have improved over feudalism. We cannot deny that, but Marx 
never did deny that capitalism represented progress over feudalism. The question is what 
happens within capitalist society. We agree that the conditions of those workers bought off 
by imperialism and turned into a labor aristocracy have improved, but for the world’s 
majority, imperialism has brought absolute immiseration. 

We hold that Marx’s absolute immiseration theory holds true to this day with regard to life 
under capitalism. We point to three facts alone that justify it, the first two of which are 
rooted in the anarchy of production under capitalism created by intra-bourgeois 
competition. One is the continued and incremental destruction of the environment that only 
becomes more thorough the more technology advances under capitalism. Such destruction is 
mitigated only by the class struggle to put the workers’ health interests into account in the 
design of production processes. Two, we point to modern militarism which threatens more 
people and kills more people than ever before. Thirdly, the greater wealth of imperialist 
societies and their modernization of social control means higher percentages of people in 
prison and psychiatric wards, higher than at any time in previous history. It all boils down to 
killing and wasting of humyn life. 

To avoid talking about militarism, the environment and prison, the bourgeois social 
scientists talk about “relative deprivation,” in which having one VCR is a disadvantage if 
your neighbor has two. Obviously this is a backward concept in many regards as far as we 
Marxists are concerned. It is not fundamental to our political economy analysis. 

Genocide is a matter of absolute immiseration. There can be nothing worse. In contrast, the 
fact that the internal semi-colonies have stunted upper ranks of the petty-bourgeoisie and 
bourgeoisie is a matter of relative deprivation. 

Knowledge of relative oppression helps us form an understanding of what we Marxists call 
“the particularities” of our material conditions. When comparing Euro-Amerikans with 
oppressed nations, we can often show that oppressed nations are in a relatively poor 
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position. Such is important for reasons ranging from the united front to why national 
consciousness arises to why separate nation vanguard parties may be necessary until we 
reach higher stages of humyn development. 

c. Appropriation of labor 

Ultimately the class structure is about the appropriation of labor. In Imperialism and Its Class 
Structure in 1997,1 go at length into the calculations for who is appropriating labor. Blacks, 
First Nations, Aztlan people, Puerto Ricans and Asian-descended people within imperialist 
country borders have histories of exploitation and oppression, but today, with the exceptions 
of the undocumented and lumpen-proletariat, they differ from Euro-Amerikan workers only 
in degree, not in quality when it comes to their relationship to the Third World proletariat. 

As we have already shown in MIM Theory 1 , for this reason, Blacks taken as a nation are 
ahead of some advanced European capitalist countries in terms of income. This shows us 
that there is variation within capitalism and the buying off of workers. A similar thing is seen 
in Ireland and the Six Counties of “Northern Ireland,” where although Ireland faces national 
oppression, its workers are integrated economically into imperialism to such an extent that 
they compare favorably with the conditions of workers in some imperialist countries. Thus 
there is only a proletariat in the war-torn Six Counties of Ireland. The proletariat there 
suffers discrimination relative to Protestant workers on a national basis with religion as the 
cover. 

We must recall that “having nothing to lose but chains” is the definition of proletariat. 
Genocide and historical exploitation determine whether one is born into the proletariat, but 
they do not prevent the imperialists from lifting today’s oppressed nationalities out of their 
propertyless condition into the labor aristocracy. A persyn born with no property may 
nonetheless start to absorb more labor in consumption than the persyn gives back to class 
society in production. True, such a labor-aristocracy will be newer and less stable than the 
labor aristocracy of the oppressor nations, but it is labor aristocracy nonetheless. In fact, 
those with a sense of scrambling for crumbs off the plate are often the most reactionary of 
all towards the proletariat they just left and seek to stay above. 

In this regard, as we have seen already, Latino workers continue to have a high proportion in 
the productive sector. We can still speak of an Aztlan proletariat. We see a genuine “split in 
the working-class” as Lenin said within that oppressed internal semi-colony. As we will detail 
elsewhere though, even in the case of Puerto Rico, the economic integration with 
imperialism has already occurred to such an extent that the economic tide is on the Puerto 
Rican labor aristocracy’s side. 

The “Brown” peoples are the most proletarian within the internal semi-colonies. There are 
also immigrant Haitians and African nationalities and “boat people” from Asia - all terribly 
exploited or super-exploited and oppressed. To the extent that these people are workers and 
they are subjected to oppression outside the law applying to U.$. citizen laborers, we can say 
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there is a small Black and Asian proletariat. What we must be clear about though is that only 
class sectors dominated by undocumented work in the productive sectors form a proletariat. 
Not even all undocumented people are proletariat or lumpenproletariat. A good portion 
enters the petty-bourgeoisie immediately upon migration through family connections and 
various legal fronts. 

The vast majority of the employed Black, First Nation and Asian-descended peoples is labor 
aristocracy or higher. An examination of the figures in Imperialism and Its Class Structure in 
1997 makes clear that the repatriation of profits from the Third World, the transfer of 
surplus-value from the productive sector in the Third World to the unproductive sector in 
the First World and the administrative fixing of prices by multinational corporations to 
artificially lower prices of Third World goods and thus disguise transfer of surplus-labor - all 
these add up to such an extent that it is impossible to see any proletariat where there is an 
imperialist country minimum wage in effect. That minimum wage is almost ten times the 
average wage in the Third World. 

The conclusive calculation in an upcoming MIM Theoiy is to look at the new wealth and 
profits of the imperialists every year and figure out where they got that piece of pie. If the 
imperialists gave back their discrimination profits to the internal semi-colonies, would the 
imperialists still have the same new wealth added each year? The answer is yes. 

The imperialist countries are absorbing so much pie from the Third World that even if 
discrimination ended, the imperialists would still be covered completely by the pie from the 
Third World, without losing any pie. The reason for this is that the Third World hands all of 
the people within U.$. borders with minimum wage status using U.S. currency an enormous 
piece of pie. Out of that enormous pie that also ends up in internal semi-colony hands, the 
internal semi-colonies surrender a relatively small piece as discrimination profits. The class 
that would lose from an end to discrimination is the white petty-bourgeoisie, mostly the 
labor aristocracy. The labor aristocracy would still be eating super-profit pie, but its piece 
would be smaller if the discrimination profits were gone. The pie the labor aristocracy makes 
would still be smaller than it eats. 

The imperialist piece of surplus-value pie is covered by merely one slice of the pie that the 
Third World has to hand over to the imperialist countries. If we look at the piece of pie 
called “transfer of surplus-value from the productive sector in the Third World to the 
unproductive sector in the imperialist countries,” we see the following. The Third World 
delivers bananas and sneakers to the door of imperialism. Upon arrival in the imperialist 
countries, the banana and sneaker workers do not sell them; salespeople sell them. These 
salespeople help the boss make his profit and they get paid out of the surplus-value extracted 
in the Third World. Surplus-value is never extracted from salespeople or other unproductive 
sector workers that Poulantzas correctly refers to as “new petty-bourgeoisie” in keeping with 
Lenin’s teachings on the labor aristocracy. The persyn on the street can figure it out this way. 
If all a country had was salespeople and security guards, it would die quickly with nothing to 
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sell or guard. If however, a country had no unproductive sector, it could still barter and 
create wealth, just not the usual way under capitalism. The mark-up on Third World goods 
delivered to imperialism is sufficient to explain all the new wealth of the imperialists every 
year. The other pieces of the surplus-value pie can be used to account for the obesity of the 
oppressor-nation labor aristocracy and the internal semi-colony labor aristocracy. 

Only the lumpenproletariat (e.g. making license plates in prison or the minority of lumpen 
getting sub-minimum wage as a hooker or drug-dealer) and undocumented workers face life 
without an imperialist country minimum wage and similar laws. Workers making license 
plates in prison may be more objectively revolutionary than regular industrial proletarians. 

On the whole, MIM looks to the lumpen and the undocumented productive sector workers 
to form the core of that group whose economic demands we can cater to somewhat 
successfully. Even in these groups we will have difficulty though, because the pull of 
parasitic life in the labor aristocracy exists for the majority and is clear to any persyn who 
looks around — Euro-Amerikan, Black, Latino, Asian or First Nation. The tendency will be 
for people to see that parasitism all around and seek to join it rather than wage a class 
struggle to end parasitism. 

It was a disappointment to see voting Blacks and Asian-descended people go for Proposition 
187 in California. That is the kind of extreme thing we would expect to see from the labor 
aristocracy and other exploiter classes. There were also key Black labor spokespeople 
attacking foreign workers in bashing NAFTA. In 1998, there are die-hard state-hood 
supporters in Puerto Rico who only wish to complete the seal of parasitism on Puerto Rico. 
The state-hooders argue that all Puerto Ricans will be entided to more welfare benefits if 
they hook up officially with the world’s greatest gravy-train. All such people attacking 
workers outside imperialist country borders represent the parasitic classes. Their attitude of 
seeking to integrate with imperialism to re-divide the surplus-value extracted from the world 
must be combated. On the other hand, where the labor aristocracy is in dominant position 
relative to the proletariat, there is a question of whether military struggle and various other 
resources would be better committed in some other nation where the imperialist link in the 
chain is weaker. The extent of the parasitic classes in the minority of the world’s population 
inside imperialist borders is no cause for paralysis. We simply adjust our strategy to focus in 
more fruitful areas than advocating the economic demands of parasitic classes. 
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Review: Empire 

MC5 | 6 January 2001 


Empire 

Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri 
Harvard University Press, 2000 


Recommending Empire to us, an anonymous writer told MIM that if there is an anti-Christ, 
then this book is the anti-MIM. Upon reading the book, MIM can see why this correct 
thought occurred to the little birdie who wrote us. It handles many of the same topics MIM 
covered in Imperialism and Its Class Structure in 1997, available free on our web page. While 
MIM is not mentioned, the book is talking to us. 

Having published the “Black Book” on the alleged “crimes” of communism two years ago, 
in 2000 Harvard University Press regaled us with a book openly claiming to be communist, a 
work of theory proclaiming to offer a new synthesis of Marxism in ponderous academic 
language approved by numerous reviewers including Etienne Balibar and others who said it 
is a grand rewriting of the “Communist Manifesto.” In fact, it is tempting to say that Empire's 
description of contemporary reality and offer to re-write Marxism is the intersection of 
Amerikan business pulp with academic post-modernism; however, in actual fact, MIM does 
appreciate this book above all for its self-consciousness. 

While most people calling themselves communist in the imperialist countries have long ago 
abandoned the labor theory of value and continue to agitate for the demands of the labor 
aristocracy and have learned nothing of social-democracy’s role in clearing the way for 
fascism and war, Hardt and Negri retain enough scientific sensibility to realize that they have 
accounts to settle with the labor theory of value and numerous other propositions of 
Marxism- Leninism-Maoism. Wherever MIM would uphold a thesis of how the imperialist 
world works, Hardt and Negri rarely refute MIM with data, especially not economic data, but 
they do offer an alternative theoretical proposition. Since the large mass of anarchists and 
non-party Mensheviks have already headed in the direction that Hardt and Negri point to, 
we can expect this book to have some impact amongst the intelligentsia. 

Empire: The title of the book arises because of the collapse of the Soviet bloc and the 
phenomenon of globalization, which is world trade with fewer political restrictions. Hardt 
and Negri deny that the new world order is explicitly Amerikan (e.g., p. xiii). Rather, U.$. 
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power has projected itself to such an extent that it truly has united the world under one roof, 
where the nation-state has little relevance anymore according to Hardt & Negri. 

In much of the book, the authors use the word “imperialism” to refer to what existed until 
the Vietnam War. In the last quarter century, we have had “ Empire ,” which is the seamless 
whole with no center according to Hardt & Negri. In contrast, MIM uses the word 
“imperialism” to mean the highest stage of capitalism and we refer to “colonialism” to cover 
much of what Hardt & Negri call “imperialism.” We believe we have been in the same era of 
“imperialism” since Lenin wrote about it. 

Perhaps rewriting dialectics itself while still seeing a world as an interconnected whole, Hardt 
& Negri say, “In the constitution of Empire there is no longer an ‘outside’ to power and thus 
no longer weak links — if by weak link we mean an external point where the articulations of 
global power are vulnerable” (p. 58). As a result, they say, “the virtual center of Empire can 
be attacked from any point. The tactical preoccupations of the old revolutionary school are 
thus completely irretrievable” (p. 59). 

What is the proletariat? 

As far as MIM knows, there are still people starving to death in 7 or 8 digit figures each year. 
Many more are homeless and lack adequate medical care. The discipline called for from the 
dire situation of the Third World exploited and super-exploited is not the discipline that 
Hardt & Negri call for. “When we speak of the militant, we are not thinking of anything like 
the sad, ascetic agent of the Third International whose soul was deeply permeated by Soviet 
state reason. . . . We are thinking of nothing like that and of no one who acts on the basis of 
duty and discipline” (pp. 411-2). 

In contrast, what Hardt & Negri do is glorify aspects of parasitism by renaming them 
resistance by the most advanced proletariat in the world, perhaps centered in “what was 
going on in Haight-Ashbury and across the United States in the 1960s” (p. 274). They are 
referring to doing heavy drugs and “dropping out.” 

Next they refer to “CP” time, which refers to workers moving slowly at “Colored People’s” 
time, and also they talk about “the young woman who refused to get married and make a 
family” (p. 274). Hence, they draw a picture of lack of discipline as the true resistance 
to Empire, true proletarian characteristics - things that MIM would just as often see as 
examples of the decadence of imperialism. 

Having blathered about “democracy” here and there, Hardt & Negri do not surprise MIM 
by saying that laziness is the hallmark of the proletariat. Too many people reason backward 
from what a majority or large number of people do and conclude it must be proletarian in 
imperialist countries. They have social-democratic and populist prejudices and are 
completely taken aback when MIM says the proletariat is tiny to non-existent in major 
imperialist countries. 
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For MIM, aversion to work, laziness, lack of discipline - these have an ambiguous impact in 
imperialist society. If the workers say they have the right to be lazy while they support 
imperialism to extract super-profits, the result is pure decadence, not proletarian life. In fact, 
this is what is happening — lazy enjoyment of parasitic life, now encouraged by Hardt & 
Negri who say the Leninist style party of the Third International is passe. 

MIM is old-fashioned this way. We see no change from the times of Marx or Lenin on this 
score and we still see a hierarchy of needs as characterizing humyns - and no, LSD is not 
one of them. We count on people like Hardt & Negri to let us know when this is no longer 
the case. Already they do not think twice about counting entertainment service workers as 
proletarians and an increasing portion of the proletariat to boot (p. 292). No doubt the paid 
skippers of yachts and drivers of race cars and monster trucks are important to the 
communist movement, and it was terrible of Marx not to count service-workers such as 
butlers as producing value. 

Hardt & Negri alternate between acknowledging the realities of which MIM speaks and then 
forgetting them: “The geographical and racial lines of oppression and exploitation that were 
established during the era of colonialism and imperialism have in many respects not declined 
but instead increased exponentially” (p. 43). Later they will say that the Third World and 
First World proletariat are already united. 

Not surprisingly, Hardt & Negri talk about the proletariat as if it were Europeans and 
Amerikans, with Russians thrown in now and then as the exception that proves the rule: 
“mechanisms of command become ever more ‘democratic,’ ever more immanent to the 
social field, distributed throughout the brains and bodies of the citizens” (p. 23). 

As far as MIM knows, it is only in the imperialist countries that more than half the people 
hold white-collar jobs. College for more than half is not the norm. In fact, last we checked, 
to go to college means that someone feeds, clothes and shelters the student, unless that 
student is a work-study student to a sufficient degree, something that rarely happens even 
when there is work-study, because such “work” is usually parasitic in the imperialist 
countries. In other words, the privilege of college education in this world is still essentially 
the deposit of capital in the brains of elites, capital with its origins in the Third World. 

In contradiction with themselves, Hardt & Negri admit that “constant capital tends to be 
constituted and represented within variable capital, in the brains, bodies, and cooperation of 
productive subjects” (p. 385). There is nothing new about this idea of putting capital into 
someone’s brain. Marx already recognized it as a hallmark of the petty-bourgeoisie. Contrary, 
to Hardt & Negri who call for “reappropriation” (p. 406) of the capital in their own brains 
by white-collar workers, the capital placed in those brains is what makes those people not 
proletarian. There is a class conflict over such capital and no proletarian content to be calling 
for the autonomy of such producers. 
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Hardt & Negri say, “we are faced once again with the analytical task of understanding the 
new composition of the proletariat as a class” (p. 53). Since MIM believes this will result in 
another round of dominant nation chauvinism and imperialist apologetics, MIM prefers that 
these post-modernists write a book about why the very definition of proletariat changed and 
who changed the definition. 

What is value? 

Hardt & Negri are aware that the labor theory of value would tend in the MIM-type 
direction, so it is quite scientifically responsible of them to abdicate it in the open. We are 
not saying that they did a thorough job in coming to terms with the theory of value, and they 
toss the concept of use- value in a sentence (p. 386), but the step toward responsibility is 
remarkable in itself. 

Echoing coundess bourgeois business pulp authors justifying the gap between the rich 
nations and poor ones, Hardt & Negri come up with a Marxist veneer, “The central role 
previously occupied by the labor power of mass factory workers in the production of surplus 
value is today increasingly filled by intellectual, immaterial, and communicative labor power. 
It is thus necessary to develop a new political theory of value that can pose the problem of 
this new capitalist accumulation of value at the center of the mechanism of exploitation (and 
thus, the center of potential revolt)” (p. 29). In other words, whatever the white workers are 
doing must be most advanced instead of an expression of parasitism. If in the past the most 
advanced class was the industrial proletariat, today it is the Third World with a 
disproportionate share of such people with the oudook of “nothing to lose but their chains” 
and Hardt & Negri conclude that industrial work is not most advanced anymore. 

According to Hardt & Negri, who make no thorough examination of Marx's theory of 
surplus-value, all that matters is that workers be dominated by capital to be counted as 
proletarian (p. 256). There are three new areas of work that Hardt & Negri want counted as 
“proletarian,” areas which they implicitly recognize Marx did not count: “the communicative 
labor of industrial production that has newly become linked in informational networks, the 
interactive labor of symbolic analysis and problem solving, and the labor of the production 
and manipulation of affects” (p. 30), this last point loved by pseudo-feminists of academia 
no doubt. Such grandstanding is the purpose of the theory, and later Hardt & Negri prove it 
by tossing the theory of value altogether into the category of ineffable ontology (pp. 355-6, 
365) — mysticism so prevalent in post-modernism. 

Such a conception destroys Marx's concept of surplus-value completely. In the year 2001 it 
remains true that there is a big distinction between the car sold to someone and the car 
sitting in the dealer's lot with no owner. Too many unsold goods not only influence credit 
but result in a profit crisis for the capitalists. Hardt & Negri’s preferred theory offers no 
insight into that. Likewise, they offer no way to determine what is parasitic existence and 
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what is not. Yet this is not surprising, since Hardt & Negri offer the demand for a universal 
salary and acceptance of whatever degree of work people do as they choose. 

Another consequence of what Hardt & Negri say is that there is no theoretical limit to how 
much workers can sit around contemplating technology at their desks. There is no sense of 
necessity to Hardt & Negri, but that does not surprise us, because no one is starving or even 
needs food, shelter and clothing anymore in what they call the post-modern world. “In 
postmodernity the social wealth accumulated is increasingly immaterial; it involves social 
relations, communication systems, information, and affective networks” (p. 258). Hardt & 
Negri are essentially telling us that Umpire is a new progressive phase of capitalism such that 
new forms of wealth are accumulated. They draw an analogy to how capitalism was superior 
to previous modes of production (p. 43). 

“Freedom is the recognition of necessity,” and such knowledge is the same thing as 
understanding the need for science. In typical academic fashion where something must be 
new to be published, Hardt & Negri talk about something new in the imperialist countries as 
if they were the whole world and not a minority of it. 

Oppressor nation anarchism 

Hardt & Negri disappeared U.$. global dominance, but much more important is their 
disappearance of all national division between oppressor and oppressed: “the worker 
struggles [in the Vietnam War era - MC5] throughout the domain of international capital 
already decreed the end of the division between First and Third Worlds and the potential 
political integration of the entire global proletariat. . . With this objective convergence and 
accumulation of struggles, Third Worldist perspectives, which may earlier have had a limited 
utility, were now completely useless” (p. 264). They also reject the idea that the world is 
divided into bourgeois countries and proletarian countries, put forward in one book about 
Africa (footnote, p. 457). 

Hence, without a single economic statistic, Hardt and Negri dismissed the economic basis 
for national oppression in recent times. It is the type of thing intellectuals do and that Marx 
criticized in his essay on the “Poverty of Philosophy.” Hardt & Negri are involved in 
creating a new political mythology of the white proletariat - economic facts of life be 
damned. 

Their opportunism has received tremendous encouragement around the world in the 
international communist movement by those who reason first from political generalities and 
methods instead of the class structure as it actually exists. They throw about terms like 
“ultraleft” and “opportunist” and “sectarian” without knowing where they are going with 
such terms used by political helmspeople. Political steering can only have meaning when 
people know where they stand with both feet on the ground and where they are going. 
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Otherwise, such words tossed about are mere expressions of pre-scientific prejudice, usually 
of the social-democratic and populist sorts. 

The most advanced proletariat in the world, they say 

According to Hardt & Negri, the imperialist country workers used to be a “labor 
aristocracy.” With the transition to Umpire , however, Hardt & Negri say the imperialist 
country workers became the most advanced again: “The imperialist advantages of any 
national working class had begun to wither away. The common struggles of the proletariat in 
the subordinate countries took away the possibility of the old imperialist strategy of 
transferring the crisis from the metropolitan terrain to its subordinate territories” (p. 263). 
One thing for sure, economic statistics are not a strong suit for Hardt & Negri. Once again, 
with a few strokes of the pen, Hardt & Negri claim to have healed the international schism 
in the working-class. We could not help wondering why they did not bother to proclaim 
communism with their pens too, just as Progressive Labor Party proclaimed communism’s 
existence - in its party! 

“We can get a first hint of this determinant role of the proletariat by asking ourselves how 
throughout the crisis the United States was able to maintain its hegemony. The answer lies in 
large part, perhaps paradoxically, not in the genius of the U.S. politicians or capitalists, but in 
the power and creativity of the U.S. proletariat. . . the U.S. proletariat appears as the 
subjective figure that expressed most fully the desires and needs of international or 
multinational workers” (p. 269). So further down the well-traveled road of imperialist 
country “worker” chauvinism Hardt & Negri tread. 

Speaking aloud, Hardt & Negri were not able to discern that they were talking about a petty- 
bourgeoisie, not a proletariat. “Against the common wisdom that the U.S. proletariat is weak 
because of its low party and union representation with respect to Europe and elsewhere, 
perhaps we should see it as strong for precisely those reasons. Working-class power resides 
not in the representative institutions but in the antagonism and autonomy of the workers 
themselves” (p. 269). Hardt & Negri are indeed educated anarchists. They just did not follow 
their thought through to the end. What do we call such a large mass of people amongst the 
highest paid in the world but who did it without labor organizing relative to the rest of the 
world? What class has its power in “autonomy”? That class is the petty-bourgeoisie, in its 
historical form of the “labor aristocracy” in this case. This class had the super-profits handed 
to them, not for labor organizing but for supporting imperialism. 

The petty-bourgeoisie is the class with the illusion of independence, floating above the 
proletariat and the imperialists and their respective class disciplines. What Hardt & Negri 
have discovered is their infatuation with the petty-bourgeoisie able to rise “for a kind of 
spontaneous and elementary communism” (p. 294) in their work on the Internet and other 
new-fangled gadgets used by that “most advanced” class. While these “most advanced” 
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“proletarians” are talking about the goods they want on the Internet, some workers are 
actually manufacturing them. 

MIM's sense of alliance 

In conclusion, if people like Hardt & Negri did not write this kind of material palatable to 
the post-modern academic Establishment, the issues in the book would not get any academic 
coverage at all. On the other hand, if they gave up their day jobs, we’d bet they’d make good 
artists. 

Then there is the matter of their impact in the activist world. On this point we have 
considerable concern. With several sweeping generalizations typical of the whole book, with 
a few flourishes of the pen, Hardt & Negri have declared national oppression abolished. 
Their denial of U.$. dominance and portrayal of an Empire with no center is essentially in the 
interests of the white workers to be equated once again with the Third World workers. With 
the theory of “immaterial labor,” Hardt & Negri move boldly to put the white workers 
within the proletariat at the presumed head of the communist movement once again, a move 
which is to put the petty-bourgeois line at the head of the international communist 
movement. 

MIM cares little for the subjectivities of the people of the imperialist countries, but Hardt & 
Negri make the production of those subjectivities a centerpiece of their book. To them, the 
Soviet bloc fell apart because it could not motivate its people; even though technologically 
and militarily it was even with the other bloc (p. 278). The collapse of the Soviet bloc was 
simply an inevitable transition to post-modernity, they say. 

Whatever small portion of subjectivities MIM can influence successfully in the imperialist 
countries, MIM will not change its approach simply to influence a quantitatively larger 
number. Hardt & Negri refer to us as “Third Worldist” and they are correct, because we 
point to the scientific truth that the subjectivities of the Third World will play the more 
important role. Most people calling themselves communist in the imperialist countries are 
busy producing subjectivities that will contribute to fascism. It is better that such people 
sleep than to be awakened by pre-scientific communists and revisionists. 

Nonetheless, we consider Hardt & Negri allies to the extent that they have correctly 
identified that fanning the flames for imperialist protectionism are not the road forward. 

Like Hardt & Negri, we believe the appropriate response to globalization is not to whine 
about “our” imperialists going abroad to find workers. That is the response of the propertied 
with something to lose. Our response is to agitate for an international minimum wage — 
guaranteed income in Hardt & Negri’s case (p. 403). We are for the opening of borders 
(p. 400), not immigration restrictions playing into fascist hands. All this is a way of saying 
that we should enter into the globalized imperialist terrain and fight there and not attempt to 
drag the imperialists back to the previous terrain (pp. 45-6). 
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It is fine that Hardt & Negri consciously reject MIM-style discipline. They forgot there are 
people starving to death by the minute and are no longer driven by such facts of life. They 
deny that they are anarchists, but we are more comfortable calling them “the better 
anarchists” (but not as good as Sakai) than saying they are communists, but maybe they are 
“communist anarchists.” Their models of activity are the Wobblies - the International 
Workers of the World (IWW) (pp. 207, 412). 

That’s OK, because most of the people calling themselves communist in the imperialist 
countries have a pseudo-discipline of the Khruschev style anyway, and they make it a 
profession to be at least one step behind in the struggle against revisionism, still denying or 
at least debating whether or not it was the bourgeoisie in the party that restored capitalism in 
the Soviet bloc and whether or not it was the labor aristocracy that dragged down the 
communist movement of the imperialist countries. Increasingly, MIM expects that it will be 
in dialogue with the partially parasitic elements of our movement led by the likes of Hardt & 
Negri. To our right, a new revisionism is taking shape to waste the next revolutionary 
upsurge, so there may be greater hopes in the radical petty-bourgeoisie like Hardt & Negri. 
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Maoism on Foreign Affairs vs. 
Pseudo-Marxist Geopolitical Pragmatism 

International Minister I December 2000 


The Collapse of the Soviet Union: 

Causes and Lessons: For the Revolutionary Revival 
of the International Communist Movement 
International Communist Seminar, 1998 


This book represents a triumph of the work of Ludo Martens and his Belgian PTB, a party 
seeking to reconcile with Castroites, Brezhnevites andHoxhaites. Doing so, Ludo Martens is 
very close to the numerical center of gravity amongst those calling themselves communist in 
the world, since there are still many revisionists hanging on to their world views. 

To the Maoists, Ludo Martens encourages “constructive engagement” with revisionist 
parties. By befriending the revisionist parties, one could receive the impression that the 
revisionists are gaining someone to talk to other than their revisionist selves. Such would be 
a tactical justification for a Maoist to do what Ludo Martens does. 

On the other hand, such a tactic cannot be justified beyond a certain price. Seminar 
participants are supposed to all uphold Stalin, but in fact, some Trotskyists hang about and 
the Castroites are allowed in and welcomed despite Castro’s many statements of praise of 
Gorbachev and Deng Xiaoping. 

Hence, it is one thing to have tactics of “constructive engagement,” but it is another thing to 
allow someone to call him or herself “Marxist-Leninist” when s/he does not truly defend 
Stalin. Yet, such is not surprising since Ludo Martens himself and a portion of international 
Hoxhaism fell for Gorbachev — that being another story about “Back to Leninism” for 
another time. 

Thus the seminar supposedly unites to defend Stalin, but on page 10 we already learn that 
the vast majority of seminar participants welcomed the party representatives from Cuba and 
Korea and upheld “the defence of socialism in Cuba.” For MIM, that puts this conference of 
136 organizations beyond the pale from a proletarian point of view. 

Whenever MIM raises phony communist Cuba, we never hear about the mode of 
production in Cuba, but we always hear about the geopolitical necessity of defending Cuba 
against invasion. Such is the tell-tale sign that Marxism has taken the backseat to geopolitics. 
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There is nothing special about Cuba facing imperialist invasion. Panama saw Yankee troops. 
Somalia saw Yankees land and so did Iraq. None were “socialist” countries and still the 
Yankee invaded. Opposing Yankee invasion is not something we do only for countries like 
Cuba calling themselves “socialist.” Opposing Amerikan imperialism is an internationalist 
duty. Creating a “special deal” for Cuba and Korea despite their modes of production is an 
example of neo-colonialism, very typical of the kind of revisionism that would rather fight 
than switch to scientific Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. It is the ideology of those hoping to 
restore a Soviet social-imperialism and a new neo-colonial orbit. 

Thus, from these forces it is as if nothing in the world has changed, largely because they 
wish to restore the Soviet social-imperialist realm. These parties cannot admit their own 
failures with regard to defending Stalin and so now they continue defending the same old 
politics without missing a beat. The collapse of the Soviet Union might as well have not 
happened, because these people are essentially not interested in the mode of production. 
They are communists in sentiment in some cases and manipulators of geopolitics in others, 
but they are not Marxist-Leninist in any case. 

The first interesting essay in the book with something new in it is from Dr. Kurt Gossweiler 
of the former East German revisionist party. Gossweiler seems to realize that there might be 
some criticism that he is in for given the ruinous collapse in East Germany. 

His analysis is that China was a large and independent country which was why its communist 
party was able to resist Khruschev revisionism. His analysis of Albania is that it had selfish 
reasons of self-defense against Yugoslavian annexation to oppose Khruschevite revisionism. 
However, such material analyses of the respective parties would be more persuasive if 
Gossweiler did not end up excusing the German party leaders essentially because of their 
geopolitical situation, something we hear about Castro all the time too. We are told that 
because of the Western troops on its border and because of the force of the USSR, the 
leadership of the East German communists wanted to side with Mao but did not. “It would 
be wrong to call the SED a revisionist party. Under the leadership of Walter Ulbricht it put 
up the maximum resistance possible at that time to the revisionism of the Khruschev clique, 
and it did so to such an extent that in October 1964 its activities were suppressed” (p. 83). 
This statement by Gossweiler is indeed something new in the world. 

Because of Honecker’s anti-fascist role, Gossweiler also excuses him when he replaced 
Ulbricht at the request of the USSR. “It was more a question of exchanging one of the most 
gifted leaders, and one of the most seasoned in the German and international class struggle, 
for a well-meaning party functionary who was too easily led astray owing to his poor 
leadership qualities” (p. 84). 

Gossweiler also gives Honecker credit for repressing Gorbachev’s statements in East 
Germany and states that a violent repression of the pro-Gorbachev demonstrators would 
have missed the real counter-revolutionaries. Thus, overall, we have some notion that the 
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party in East Germany deserves criticism, but we are told that the true inside story is that all 
that could be done was done under Ulbricht while Honecker was simply incompetent when 
he implemented revisionism. 

Whether Cuba’s Castro, China’s Hua Guofeng or East Germany’s Ulbricht and Honecker, 
we are told there are good reasons not to hoist the banner of communism. Had Ulbricht 
done it, invasion would have resulted. Had Cuba not gone along with Khruschev, we are 
told Cuba would have been done in. Essentially we hear again and again that the geopolitical 
situation demanded compromise of the mode of production itself without an open fight, 
without an open call to the people to attack revisionism. To take such a stand is to put 
geopolitics in its own right above Marxism. It is one of the root reasons for the continued 
division of the revisionists from the genuine international communist movement, even 
though the Soviet Union is dead. The mere death of the Soviet Union did not erase all the 
fallacious pseudo-Marxist methods of thought ingrained in the Soviet Union’s revisionist 
followers. As long as geopolitics is put above the mode of production’s advance, Marxist- 
Leninists have no chance of uniting. It is Marxism’s attention to the material world that 
makes unity possible, while making cardinal principles of geopolitical calculation means 
endless division. 

Next in the book follow some essays from the Castro brothers and North Korea - as if 
nothing has changed in the world and as if Gorbachev and Yeltsin could have occurred 
without some major betrayal in the Soviet CP. These people just go on singing the same old 
revisionist song. 

After the grossly reactionary documents from Cubans and Koreans, we received another 
even more reactionary contribution from a Syrian Ammar Bagdache, who seemed hell-bent 
on being social-fascism incarnate. In the split between Khruschev and Mao, Ammar 
Bagdache still cannot discern one side being more correct than the other (p. 174). Instead, it 
is clear that this particular persyn seeks the restoration of the Soviet empire. Like the Nazis 
before, Ammar Bagdache focuses his hatred of parasitism on the Jews. This would be one 
thing on the West Bank, but according to A. Bagdache, the Jews, a.k.a “Zionism,” were 
mainly responsible for the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union (p. 165). Most of 
Khruschev’s advisers [were supposedly Jews] and the “main” force behind revisionism is 
supposedly Zionism (p. 168). 

While MIM is all for having Marxism-Leninism-Maoism take national forms, what Ammar 
Bagdache is doing is a violation of the universal aspects of Marxism-Leninism and Marxism- 
Leninism-Maoism. It’s not surprising that this reactionary essay was also allowed in the 
book. Again, it is not focused on the mode of production, only how geopolitics - in this case 
Mideast geopolitics - intersects with capitalist restoration in the Soviet Union. This 
geopolitical focus goes to such an extent that it wipes out the parasitic nature of imperialism 
except for the Jews. From the proletarian view, this is the class essence of Hitler’s ideology 
too - an attack on parasitism of the Jews in essence to cover for the parasitism of 
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imperialism generally. It’s a sacrifice of some parasites to let the much bigger bloodsuckers 
off the hook. Anybody who thinks Amerikan imperialism would miss an imperialist beat if 
the United States had no Jews has major illusions. Such illusions create a major escape hatch 
for imperialism when it gets into trouble like Germany in the 1930s. 

The DKHP-C Turkish comrades also have an essay in the book. Once again, the focus is 
geopolitical. “It is a matter of fact that it is much easier to create the conditions for open 
interventions and to put them into practice since the USSR is not a factor of balance 
anymore, and since the USA is the sole ‘superpower’ ”(p. 256). This is exactly the kind of 
reasoning that says, “because the USSR is powerful in a geopolitical sense, we will call it 
socialist.” However, Lenin did not call the Kaiser socialist when the Kaiser gave him a 
railroad car to ride back to Russia. 

Furthermore, we heard the traditional Brezhnevite and Trotskyite complaints about Mao 
from the DKHP-C: “The CP of China, who regarded the USSR as the ‘main enemy,’ went 
even so far as to confront progressive and revolutionary movements, if they were supported 
by the USSR. The support for the counter-revolutionary FNLA and Unita in Angola, and 
even for Pinochet in Chile were consequences of this policy” (p. 259). 

On this point, DKHP-C is one of many parties that has adopted the white man’s double 
standard toward the Soviet Union and China, a standard so white that even some Trotskyists 
uphold it though it means giving some credence to Stalin. Almost without exception, these 
organizations accepted and defended the Stalin-Hitler pact, which included real material aid 
such as the shipment of raw materials from the Soviet Union to Nazi Germany, but let Mao 
so much as recognize Pinochet or shake hands with Nixon, and these hypocrites attack Mao 
with no shame - even seeing the obvious today of capitalist restoration in the USSR. If there 
were all these progressive and revolutionary forces backed by the Brezhnev-era Soviet 
Union, these critics of Mao should show us one that has a socialist society to show for it. 
There aren’t any, because these forces were all revisionist. Furthermore, as MIM documents 
elsewhere, Mao supported all the anti-colonial forces in Angola. Perhaps the DKHP-C 
thought that exclusively supporting the Soviet side was more important than ejecting 
Portuguese colonialism! That’s how important neo-colonialism is for these people to make 
such a principle of it before colonialism is even done with! 

Entire parties have split around the world over the question of the Three Worlds Theory - 
that’s how much the pseudo-Marxists have managed to convince us that geopolitics is so 
cardinal instead of a matter of strategic calculation of the balance of forces, and not 
something that would come up in a conference first attempting to regroup around cardinal 
questions. In the realpolitik world of geopolitics-first thinking, it is not surprising that Great 
Russian nation interests come to the fore easily and without a second thought, while Mao 
has to justify himself several times over or entire parties will split. It’s exactiy the kind of 
garbage that explains why the Soviet Union under Brezhnev was an equal superpower to the 
United States, but also an equally capitalist society. Pragmatist geopolitical considerations can 
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in no way guide the revolutionary advance of society on a consistent basis. Doing that 
requires knowledge of the mode of production. 

The essay by Harpal Brar does the most to discuss the actual economic conditions in the 
USSR, but on the whole, none of the essays in the book systematically cover the factual 
situation of the mode of production in the USSR. One last essay worth mentioning is so 
stuck in the past, it still has not theoretically admitted that the bourgeoisie in the party - not 
landlords or imperialists outside the party - restored capitalism in the USSR. The Iniziativa 
Comunista (Italy) would appear to be one of those organizations too far brain-dead to make 
sense of current events: “While acknowledging the non-antagonistic character of the 
contradictions amongst the internal classes, we have to be conscious of the antagonistic 
relationship that exists between the socialist countries and their capitalist counterparts” (p. 
302). Although Yeltsin joined the Soviet CP in 1961, the Italian Stalinists have the nerve to 
tell us that there were no internal contradictions with the enemy in the Soviet Union! Hello, 
hello, hello supposed Stalinists! It was not the landlord class or the imperialists or even the 
cultural intellectuals you mentioned who restored capitalism outright in the Soviet Union. It 
was Ramiz Alia, Hua Guofeng, Deng Xiaoping, Khruschev, Brezhnev, Andropov, 
Chernenko, Gorbachev and Yeltsin who restored capitalism - the bourgeoisie in the party. 
Not in a single case did the imperialists invade or the landlords rise up in armed struggle to 
restore capitalism. 

Such supposed Stalinists we have to admit are like family to us. However, in every large 
family taken far enough, there is one retarded child, especially in the imperialist countries. 
Yes, we must uphold Stalin’s last great work, the “Economic Problems of Socialism in the 
USSR.” Without understanding this work, it is impossible to understand the material basis 
for capitalist restoration. However, historical events have left the supposed Stalinists behind. 
Some retarded children are left in special homes. Some live in the basement lacking the care 
they deserve and would receive under socialism. We hope for the best care for our Stalinists 
that medical science can deliver, but we have to move on with the issues, pay detailed 
attention to issues of the 21st century and not be stuck behind with the supposed Stalinists. 
Capitalism has ruined the mental and physical capacities of many people. “Bury the dead and 
return to the fight” also applies to the brain-dead. 

Why "social-fascism" and "social-imperialism" 

In 1993, Ludo Martens of the Belgian PTB attended a conference to celebrate the 100th 
anniversary of the birth of Mao Zedong, a meeting very important in attempting to regroup 
Maoist parties, some of whom met for the first time and challenged each other with 
scientific issues not found in their own countries. At such a meeting, and indeed, at all 
international conferences of the moment, cardinal questions should be the order of the day. 

It is often stated that for Mao Zedong, political line was merely a matter of intention. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. When Mao analyzed the superstructure and its 
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connection to the mode of production, he did so scientifically and giving full accord to the 
economic base’s active role in determining the superstructure. 

Today’s neo-revisionist and Brezhnevite critics of Mao dovetail because of their underlying 
combination of Menshevik views. One component of Menshevism is anarchist idealism or 
nihilism when it comes to the state or leadership under socialism. When it suits them, these 
Mensheviks criticize power-holders for holding power! How remarkable! The Mensheviks 
have discovered that people hold power and have self-interests! Such infantilism underlies 
much of the criticism of Mao Zedong with regard to the Soviet Union and foreign affairs. 

Since the Soviet Union called itself “socialist,” but its mode of production was capitalist, 

Mao had no choice but to refer to the USSR as “social-imperialist.” Even more 
problematically for the critics of Mao — who in many cases, such as Ludo Martens or the 
now defunct “Communist Workers Party” of the U$A and countiess others, believed that 
the political leadership of the Soviet Union was degenerate under Khruschev and Brezhnev 
- the critics admit that the Soviet Union after 1956 was not a bourgeois democracy. So what 
was it? The Soviet Union was a dictatorship, but of what class and in what form? Once 
again, it is the mode of production that prevails in deciding the question. If the mode of 
production is capitalist, but the superstructure is not bourgeois democratic and in fact is 
openly dictatorial, then “social-fascist” is the right term. Not for nothing the Nazis also 
claimed to be “socialists,” as a matter of historical coincidence. 

In his 1993 speech, “Mao Zedong et Staline,” Ludo Martens (like many others in the world 
before and since) raised this question in an opportunist way. He said that Mao opposed the 
Soviet Union and called it the main enemy for a spell, because of China’s self-interests. Yet, 
here we are talking about something purely superstructural. Ludo Martens accuses Mao of 
“bourgeois nationalism,” and connects that to what he considers the incorrect “social- 
imperialist” thesis, but what national bourgeoisie is he referring to? Certainly he is not 
referring to the bourgeoisie in the Chinese party which wanted to follow the path of 
Khruschev and Brezhnev. It was not their self-interests creating this “bourgeois 
nationalism.” Then what is Ludo Martens talking about? He is talking about an idea 
detached from the mode of production, a nitpick if even 100% correct would have no 
business being raised as a cardinal question at an important conference marking Mao’s 100th 
birthday. Mao Zedong did not own any means of production. China did not have a mode of 
production driving it toward incorrect foreign affairs positions. That is the cardinal issue at 
stake. 

At most if we accept all of Ludo Martens’s observations, some of which are historically 
jumbled (another subject for another date), we will prove that Mao made errors. These 
errors might even reach to the level of “deviation,” but these errors would not change the 
fact that the Soviet Union was social-imperialist and social-fascist. Strategic and tactical 
calculations do not change the mode of production in the Soviet Union and Mao’s errors 
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were unconnected to a capitalist mode of production in China. Errors are not of cardinal 
importance. All leaders will make errors: that is guaranteed. 

To say Mao did something against the Soviet Union to protect his own power is the 
anarchist strain of Menshevism. Mature Marxist scientists become tired of learning that 
people hold power, a truism as true as the rising sun each morning until the day of 
communism established internationally. It’s not interesting to us anymore to hear that people 
hold power. 

We want to know about the mode of production, and the superficial nature of pseudo- 
Marxism stands exposed when geopolitics takes the main theoretical role in discussion. 
Geopolitics can only be the expression of underlying modes of production. If there are no 
capitalist relations of production there will be no imperialism, and that is the real cardinal 
question at hand, but Ludo Martens, the Workers World Party (USA), the Trotskyists, the 
defunct CWP and countless contributors in Ludo Martens’s seminars held in Brussels with 
parties from around the world say that geopolitics is decisive. It’s not just that Ludo Martens 
is saying political line scientifically arrived at is decisive. No, he and the other anti-Mao 
troopers are saying that geopolitics is decisive, and doing so, they seek to take us into a 
“lesser evils” world of foreign policy. In one of the few great errors in his life, W. E. B. Du 
Bois advised the Chinese in 1936 to abide by Japanese occupation as a lesser evil than 
European occupation and Mao subsequently proved that more was possible than this 
seemingly lesser evil. Yet, in 1936, Du Bois did not claim to be a scientific Marxist-Leninist 
yet. The geopolitical pragmatists masquerading as Marxist-Leninists have systematized Du 
Bois’s error and have called it Marxism-Leninism. 

Although Ludo Martens did catch onto the idea of the “new bourgeoisie in the party” from 
Mao Zedong, he never really confronted the mode of production in the USSR. In fact, he 
and his party in 1993 could be heard saying that there was no unemployment in revisionist 
China, when even the social-fascist regime there was admitting eight digit unemployment. 
That is how far removed from economic realities these geopolitics-is-decisive-folks are. If 
geopolitics or other sentiment demands it, these people are fully prepared to say there is no 
unemployment even when the regime in question does not say so. For this sort of superficial 
reason of geopolitics, Ludo Martens objected to the term “social-fascism.” Since Stalin and 
Dimitrov had established that fascism is the rule of the most reactionary segments of the 
bourgeoisie and with no pretense of democracy or civil liberties, and since the USSR was 
capitalist, Mao had no choice within Marxism-Leninism other than to refer to the USSR as 
“social-fascist.” Certainly it was not a bourgeois democratic society. 

Like many others including many Trotskyists, Ludo Martens says that the leaders of the 
USSR were parasites on a mainly socialist economic foundation mostly in order to justify a 
certain easily understood line on foreign policy. “The socialist basis of society was not yet 
destroyed,” he says in his essay called “Balance of the Collapse of the Soviet Union, April 2, 
1992.” A thing is always a unity of opposites, but one of the opposites is always principal. 
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Never is there complete purity, so that in a struggle in the worst situation - bourgeois prison 
for instance - even in such circumstances, the enemy does not obtain 100% of what it wants 
and the proletariat does not obtain 100% of what it wants. Hence, Ludo Martens wants to 
say that the economic base under Khruschev and Brezhnev was at least 51% socialist and 
somehow the superstructure was more reactionary and out of synch, so it needed to wait till 
Gorbachev to implement total capitalism. In this way, Ludo Martens justifies his and others’ 
belief that Chinese foreign policy should have been pro-Brezhnev, if not in reasoning, then 
in substantial alliance. What it means is that Ludo Martens is willing to ape Trotsky on a 
disjunction between the Soviet mode of production and the state and hold to such an idealist 
analysis for a generation or two of the Soviet Union’s existence, all so that he can defend a 
certain geopolitical approach that was popular in the 1960s to the 1980s and still exerts its 
influence on the minds of older revisionists Ludo Martens is seeking to reconcile with. 

The problem with this understanding of having the superstructure out of synch with the 
mode of production for decades aside from its idealism and obvious Trotskyist origins - and 
this is true of his review of the USSR called “Balance of the Collapse of the Soviet Union, 
April 2, 1992” and his 1993 remarks at the Mao Centennial organized by Joma Sison - is that 
it presents the Stalin era as having no new bourgeois elements despite the victories of class 
struggle. Yes, Stalin won out against the bourgeois lines of Trotsky, Bukharin and Tito. Yes, 
collectivization went forward. Yes, World War II was won. It is our duty to defend all these 
gains under Stalin. Yet, at the same time, our current dialectical materialist understanding 
must be that the new bourgeoisie did not disappear. Quite the contrary, many of the 
necessities in fighting the war involved a material basis for the new bourgeoisie. It is the 
Hoxhaite metaphysical error to see victories and assume that they were won with the 100% 
purity of redness of the entire people. A word on the creation of the new bourgeoisie under- 
Stalin is not to be found in Ludo Martens’s discussion of cardinal subjects, only reference to 
the usual exploiters - the rich peasants, imperialist spies and so on that Stalin tended to. 

Although we talk about many things in regard to Soviet history — Khruschev’s “three 
peacefuls” and capitulation to imperialism for instance - there was only one factor needed to 
push the new bourgeoisie over the top from dominated to dominating, and that was 
Khruschev’s loosening of the atmosphere in the party, his creation of the “dictatorship of 
the whole people.” The moment when the bourgeoisie in the party knows it will no longer 
face a strong possibility of being violently repressed is the moment it takes charge, not 
because the superstructure is decisive mainly, but because the new bourgeoisie is already in a 
very good position and getting a good portion of what it wants even under socialism. 

Perhaps it is determining 35% of what is going on and goes to 51% or 70% with 
Khruschev's attack on Stalin. It is not a case that the new bourgeoisie started from nowhere 
and instantly became 51% as the Trotskyists like to caricaturize our views. So the 
superstructure is only decisive at a certain moment of time, that being the time when the 
new bourgeoisie no longer faces violent repression in the case of the USSR and China. 
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The bourgeoisie is not entirely “gutless.” This view is a mistake. One only need witness 
various intra-bourgeois civil wars to know that the leaders of the capitalist class will take 
risks for their rule, (even though the oppressed classes do most of the fighting in civil wars) 
and such is even more true when fighting socialist rule on behalf of the whole capitalist class. 
Hence, it takes considerable violence to keep the capitalist class underfoot. 

Anyone who has stopped to consider the careerists in the CPSU, anyone who has read any 
anecdotes or talked to any of the common people of the Soviet Union knows that the state 
and the means of production attract careerists like flies. Such people mouth communism at 
the proper moment, but everyone knows that they don’t really know how or desire to apply 
communism in practice. These people protect their own interests and careers, but damage 
the interests of the proletariat, if they even know what they are since many have not studied 
politics in any systematic way. The only counterweight to such people in a society where 
there is yet a contradiction between leaders and led, the only counterweight to these 
careerists is violent repression, for they will certainly chance being criticized for 
implementing capitalism. 

When a Khruschev comes to power almost by inertia (and only almost because he still did 
have to stage a coup), the reason is that the material situation of the bourgeoisie is already 
good. Layers and layers of the bureaucracy with access to the means of production in that 
peculiar superstructure known as socialism in the 20th century already exist ready and willing 
to follow and support a leader who will only “relax a bit,” maybe focus on making some 
goulash and taking off his shoes in the UN. 

As the bourgeoisie has centuries of training leaders behind it and propertied ruling classes 
more than centuries, and because there is a shortage of trained proletarian leaders, and also 
because it is not easy to discern those with genuine socialist conviction and those mouthing 
phrases at the appropriate moments, “democracy,” “relaxation” and “free speech” become 
the excuses and battering rams of the new bourgeoisie seeking to oppress the proletariat in 
this era of imperialism. Once Khruschev erased the fear of a leader like Stalin, the new 
bourgeoisie implemented the things it always wanted to implement, and partially did 
implement under Stalin. The revisionists emphasize that it took more than a generation to 
restore capitalism, because they deny the role of force in history in addition to the fact that 
the new bourgeoisie does not have to start from scratch. The revisionists deny the role of 
Khruschev’s coup and use of the military against Molotov and Stalin’s other allies, and more 
importantly, they deny the role that the leadership has to play in violently repressing the 
would-be ruling bourgeoisie in the party, a group of people who do after all have access to 
the means of production once the government plans production under socialism (but not in 
the stages leading up to the socialist revolution unless there are base areas where the party is 
running the economy). 


49 



Conclusion 


Recently we had a discussion with a member of the PTB who asked us about the band Rage 
against the Machine which had just done benefit concerts for Tibet. Ironically after 
discussing with us how many still put geopolitics above the mode of production, the PTB 
comrade asked why Rage did what it did. MIM answered that probably with all the watering 
down done by revisionism, no one ever talked to them about the mode of production. 
Hence, Rage against the Machine did not understand the advance over slavery that the 
communists including communist Tibetan slaves brought to Tibet. Instead Rage adopted 
simpler political ideas with regard to the national question. It’s not surprising that people 
focused on geopolitics will have no real answer to the “human-rights” and “free speech” for 
slaveowners point of view and even bands like Rage will be unpersuaded. We do not defend 
Mao’s work in Tibet just because the United States opposes it. The pseudo-Marxists 
consciously and unconsciously seeing geopolitics as decisive have led us down a pragmatist 
road to endless division and revisionism. 
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A Global Calculation of Surplus Value 
Extracted from the Third World 

MC5 | 22 July 1997 
from Imperialism and Its Class Structure in 1997 


The culture of the advanced countries has been, and still is, the result of their being 
able to live at the expense of a thousand million oppressed people. It is because the 
capitalists of these countries obtain a great deal more in this way than they could 
obtain as profits from plundering the workers in their own countries. 

— V. I. Lenin, “The Second Congress of the Communist International” 

If the United States receives on the order of $500 billion a year - maybe 50 percent more, 
maybe 50 percent less — from its super-exploitative relationship with the Third World, then 
we can safely say that the Amerikan oppressor nation contains no proletariat. We have 
explained this concept in MIM Theory 1 and subsequent issues. The profits of the U.$. 
economy not going to the oppressor nation labor aristocracy would be accounted for strictly 
by exploitation of oppressed nationalities. With regard to internal oppressed nationalities, we 
left open a question of their relationship to the global class structure, mainly because of 
difficulties in calculation. Everyone within imperialist country borders whether nationally 
oppressed or not, may be exploiter, not exploited if the transfer of surplus-value from the 
Third World is large enough. 

The question arises as to how much profit would imperialist countries have if they had no 
internal semi-colonies or immigrants. Unfortunately, it is a very difficult question to ask, 
because the major imperialist countries all have these immigrant workers who do the most 
difficult work and all the imperialist countries invest in each other heavily. Hence, in some 
sectors of different imperialist economies we can see how immigrant labor has its effect — 
cheaper food in the United States for instance - but we have no easy way of calculating the 
impact on the overall profit rate for an imperialist economy, especially after we consider that 
other imperialists are sharing in the profits. Empirically, the oppressed nationalities internal 
to Japan number less than 1 percent; in the European Union the legal immigrants number 10 
out of 344 million people and as we showed in MT 1, in the United States, the oppressed 
nationalities perform over 20 percent of the labor. Allowing for the number of illegal 
immigrants, and the growth of legal immigration happening in the United States and 
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anticipated in Japan, we might take a round figure of 10 percent as average oppressed 
nationality share of labor within imperialist country borders. 

Those following the logic of MT 1 would next attempt to take this global estimate of the 
labor performed by internal semi-colonies of imperialism by averaging out Japanese, 
European Union and U.$. oppressed nationalities and then comparing that with profits and 
GNP. About half the profits go to the “middle classes” and half to the capitalist class. The 
estimate that one percent is the capitalist class in the imperialist countries turns out to be 
fairly general for the imperialist countries. 1 From our perspective, anyone with a sense of 
perspective knows from reading MT 1 that the possibility of oppressor nation working-class 
exploitation is non-existent. 

One of the better members of the Communist Party USA, Victor Perlo has admitted that 
parasitism has surged and he has performed some further calculations similar to those we 
conducted in MT 1. He admits that “less than half of all employees are now providing the 
revenue not only for all forms of capitalist profit and for taxes paid to governments, but also 
for the wages and salaries of the majority of employees who are not themselves producing 
surplus-value.” 2 The only problem with that statement is that it does not count international 
transfers of value to imperialism. If we count productive sector workers abroad supporting 
unproductive sector workers in the imperialist countries, we get a much better picture. 

Later in the book Perlo does try to account for super-profits from abroad. We credit him 
greatly for coming to an estimate of $150 billion in profits a year from discrimination and 
$96 billion a year from abroad. This he believes represents only one-third of property 
income, 3 so he maintains that oppressor nation workers are exploited for the other two- 
thirds. However, his own work is highly contradictory, and those who read it with 
proletarian determination will see that it is possible to conclude otherwise. 


1 In the 1980s, one percent owned 50 percent of the wealth in the United States. Perio also points to 
Domhoff who uses 0.5 percent as capitalist class. The smaller the class, the less surplus-value we have to 
account for, so to humor our critics we take the larger 1 percent figure. Perlo also is useful in admitting 
that he thinks the 100 billionaires worth $225 billion in the 1980s is significant enough to disallow our 
thesis that the oppressor nation workers are not exploited. He also admit that the capitalists only spend 5 
to 10 percent of their wealth, so to account for capitalist wealth, we need only account for net capital 
formation owned by the capitalist class and add 5 or 10 percent to understand what surplus-value does 
not go to the unproductive workers and petty-bourgeoisie. Victor Perio, Super Profits and Crises: Modern 
U.S. Capitalism (NY: International Publishers, 1988), pp. 3, 51, 53. 

If we take the people who in 1989 had net worth $1 million or more as capitalist, then we are only talking 
about 0.64 percent of the population as capitalist. If we add in those also worth $600,000 or more, we get 
to 1.34 percent of the population as capitalist. Leonard Beeghley, The Structure of Social Stratification in 
the United States, 2nd ed., (Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1996), p. 177. 

2 Victor Perlo, Super Profits and Crises { NY: International Publishers, 1988), p. 30. 

3 Victor Perlo, Super Profits and Crises { NY: International Publishers, 1988), p. 95. These pages contain the 
most explicit attempted rebuttal of the MIM line that exists, and before MIM wrote its own MT#1 but after 
distribution of Sakai, Edwards and xerox MT on the subject. 
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In agriculture, Perio shows that in 1986, developing countries received five cents a pound for 
sugar and seven cents a pound for bananas. Meanwhile, sugar would sell for about 40 cents a 
pound retail and bananas would sell for 45 cents a pound. If transportation is another five 
cents a pound then, the value transferred to the imperialist countries’ retail sector workers 
and capitalists is 30 cents a pound for sugar and 33 cents a pound for bananas. Later we shall 
see that Shaikh and Tonak are good at imagining transfers of value from the U.$. productive 
sector workers to unproductive sector workers, but not so good at imagining transfers from 
other countries' productive sector workers to unproductive workers in the imperialist 
countries. Perio himself is a precursor of our line of argument when he admits that the Third 
World ends up paying two hours of its labor for one hour “of equivalent labor” 4 from the 
imperialist countries. He does not enter calculations similar to his ones on sugar and bananas 
into the transfers of value to the imperialist countries. 

Next we should point out that Perio himself notes that the capitalist class has 50 percent of 
the wealth, so the percent of that property income going to them is probably 50 percent just 
as a first approximation. The rest of the property incomes go to the traditional petty- 
bourgeoisie and the labor aristocracy. The principle of earning dividends or interest for 
owning things is a principle of capitalism, but capitalists are not the exclusive beneficiaries of 
such income under the capitalist system. Perio did not account for that fact. 

If we make the earnest effort of breaking down where the property incomes goes that Perio 
does not, those making less than $50,000 a year are 94 percent of the population as 
individuals; they receive over 80 percent of the income of which about 9 percent is capitalist 
income from dividends, interest, capital gains, etc. 5 Hence, over 7 percent of the U.$. income 
goes to the bottom 94 percent in the form of capitalist income. That leaves just under 7 
percent to go to the top 6 percent for a total of 14 percent capitalist income in the economy. 
In other words, half the capitalist income a year goes to the top 6 percent and half to the 
bottom 94 percent. By Perlo’s own view of the class structure as 1 percent capitalist, 9 
percent petty-bourgeois and 90 percent workers, that means the capitalists and upper half of 
the petty-bourgeoisie split the property income with the workers and bottom half of the 
petty-bourgeoisie. Hence, the capitalist share of the property income is much less than half, 
because it is sharing its half with the petty-bourgeoisie. To understand exacdy how much 
capitalist income the capitalist class is getting as opposed to the petty-bourgeoisie we break it 
down further. For the capitalist class defined as the top 1 percent in 1985 to receive no 


4 Victor Perio, Super Profits and Crises ( NY: International Publishers, 1988), pp. 346-7. 

5 11 percent of the income of those in the $1 to $20,000 category is capitalist income. 7 percent of the 
income in the $20,000 to $50,000 category is from capitalist income. The under $20,000 category alone 
accounts for more than 50 percent of all people, so the average of this group is closer to 11 than 7, but 
we split the difference at 9 anyway to humor our critics generously given that this is admittedly a complex 
calculation. Dennis Gilbert and Joseph A. Kahl, The American Class Structure: A New Synthesis, 4th ed. 
(Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1993), pp. 92-4. (.80) share of income pie times 
(.09) percent of income of bottom 94% that is capitalist = (.072) share of total income pie that is capitalist 
income going to the bottom 94 percent. 
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income at all from property or from working, it would have to be deprived of less than $400 
billion in income a year. Of that, property income is about $175 billion. 6 If we believe that 30 
percent of profits stay with corporations and that they do not go to households, we can 
scrounge up a few more billion to account for, split again with other classes, but the total 
could not be more than $235 billion of relevant property income. By Perlo’s own 
calculations, adjusted by the fact he left out that the top one percent does not get all the 
property income, racism and foreign profits account for more than the property income of 
the capitalist class. He admits racism and foreign profits account for a third of property 
income, but he just did not realize that capitalists receive less than a third of property 
income. This means the capitalist class does not exploit oppressor nation workers, if Perlo 
sticks to his 1 percent is capitalist class definition and his own calculations of discrimination 
and profits from abroad. 

Updating Perlo’s calculations for 1995, we will keep his estimate of $150 billion in 
discrimination profits, but foreign profits increased to $181.3 billion. 7 Since we have already 
proved our point, we are going to look at the picture more generally applicable for the 
OECD. 

We are going to drop the GNP-and-oppressed-nationalities approach except as something to 
keep in mind when we talk about the rate of exploitation of unproductive sector workers 
later. When our critics calculate the rate of exploitation, we should all know that if it is low 
from looking at just the workers in isolation of transfers of value from other nations, then 


6 The top one percent of about 90 million households made an average of $429,813 each in 1985. 
Splitting the difference between an estimate of 37 percent for the lower strata ($500,000 to $1 million) 
and 52 percent for the upper strata ($1 million plus), we estimate that 45 percent of that income came 
from capitalist income. (900,000 households)x(429,813)x(.45) = $174.1 billion = the capitalist share of 
property income. Dennis Gilbert and Joseph A. Kahl, The American Class Structure: A New Synthesis, 4th 
ed. (Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1993), pp. 86-105. 

Now if instead of following Perlo's logic we follow MIM further and count super-profits in the salaries of 
these capitalists, we can see what that adds up to. The idea of "excess compensation" or "profits of 
control" is really an idea agreeable to MIM, contrary to the usual dogma opposing MIM that workers only 
get the value of their labor-power and never more than the value of their labor or they would not be 
hired. Those who admit that some workers get paid more than their labor have already gone a long way 
toward MIM, so here we check on just the capitalists and the excessive pay they receive as employees. 

If we left these households with $42,981 a year to live on or 10 percent of their income by taking away 
their capitalist income and excessive employment and other compensation, we would only come up with 
less than $350 billion a year. That means if $350 billion a year are due to racism and national oppression, 
then the capitalist class is living off of just racism and national oppression. However, strictly speaking, if 
Perlo had broken down property income to see who it had gone to, he would have concluded that he 
already explained the capitalist class's income as property-holders by his figure for racism and profits 
abroad, which was $246 billion. In fact, using Perlo's figure for racism and foreign profits, we still have 
over $70 billion a year to throw into overpaying workers, and as we make clear, Perlo by no means 
exhausted all calculations of the means by which a transfer of value to imperialism occurs from abroad. 

7 Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1996, p. 784. 
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the clitics risk having their arguments overturned once we consider those flows of value 
from the oppressed nations. 

In MT 1, we made simplifying assumptions to give readers a quick sense of proportion. Now 
we break it down further. In the United States, the relevant figure of oppressed nationality 
labor is not 20 percent but much higher, because the oppressed nationalities are 
disproportionately located in what Marx called the productive sector. Of course, it is well- 
known that illegal immigrants do the hard work in agriculture, but the oppressed 
nationalities are also highly represented in manufacturing. Thus when it comes to figuring 
out which workers are producing surplus-value for the capitalists, the oppressed nationalities 
play a role much higher than 20 percent. The white workers are disproportionately 
represented in sectors realizing and appropriating surplus-value and we did not account for 
that in MT 1, just in order to keep it simple and to throw our critics another generous 
assumption. 

We do not have figures on First Nations or Asian-descended peoples, but we have Black and 
“Hispanic” (Latino) for 1995. Farm operators and managers are over 97 percent white, but 
farm workers are 40.3 percent Latino and 4.3 percent Black. Of course, we question to what 
degree official statistics captured undocumented workers. If we count farm operators and 
managers, then still 22.3 percent of all agriculture is Black and Latino workers, so at least 
22.3 percent of surplus-value there is generated by them. In reality, the surplus-value added 
by oppressed nationalities is probably greater than 50 percent in agriculture, once we 
consider discriminatory and sub-minimum wage wages. 

Employing almost 10 times more people than agriculture is manufacturing, mining, transport 
and construction. In these productive sector occupations, there were 3,779,000 Black 
workers and 3,891,000 Latino workers. Out of 31,592,000 productive sector workers, Blacks 
were 12 percent and Latinos another 12 percent. 8 Combined with the wild-card of 
agriculture, 24 percent would be a conservative estimate of Black and Latino labor in the 
whole U.$. productive sector. If the discrimination rate is such that oppressed nationalities in 
industry get 85 percent the pay of white workers and if Asian-descended and First Nation 
workers account for another 2 percent of productive sector employment, then it seems safe 
to say that over 30 percent of surplus-value that originates within U.S. borders is from 
internal semi-colonies of U.$. imperialism. 

Looking at the same question from the perspective of each nation, over 80 percent of the 
oppressor nation is in the unproductive sector. The productive sector exceptions amongst 
whites are well-paid and tend to be white-collar if not outright farm-owners. When this 
minority of the Euro-Amerikan people looks around, it has relatives and family that are not 
in the productive sector and who are also well-paid. Any scattered poor whites would have 
family members who are rich. Meanwhile, at least 42 percent of the Latino workers as of 


8 Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1996, p. 407. 
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1995 are in the productive sector. 9 From the point of view of this nation, there is still a 
battle. There is the whole range of a Latino bourgeoisie, Latino labor aristocracy and Latino 
workers being exploited and Latino workers being super-exploited. Within this oppressed 
nationality group, there is a “split in the working class.” Blacks are somewhere between 
whites and Latinos on the continuum and thanks to unemployment the Black nation may 
too have a “split in the working class” instead of just one parasitic working-class. 

The other assumption we made in MT 1 just to show how ridiculous our critics are is that 
there is no imperialist exploitation. Hence, we used GNP figures as if everything were 
produced entirely by the workers inside U.S. borders, when in fact it is our task to figure out 
what portion of that GNP is a result of a transfer of value from the Third World just as 
agricultural and industrial workers within the imperialist countries transfer value to other 
sectors of the economy. Even excluding Third World value transfers to imperialism, it was 
impossible to conclude that oppressor nation workers were exploited, at least in the United 
States. Now we are going to open the question to international transfers of value across 
borders. 

To perform the necessary calculations in reverse, we can monetize the surplus product 
delivered to the imperialists from the Third World. If we use methods similar to those of 
Samir Amin, we might conclude the surplus product extracted each year from the Third 
World amounts to 20 percent of Third World production. As we shall see, if such an 
estimate is correct, that would mean sweeping implications for the parasitism of the entire 
class structure of the imperialist countries. 

To move away from commodity fetishism, we drag our reader into some exercises on the 
labor theory of value. Let us start from rough estimates of the Third World labor force in 
accordance with the labor theory of value. If there are 4 billion Third World people and we 
assume that 2.5 billion are toilers, then 20 percent of their product is the labor of 500 million 
people each year. 10 In Marxist language, those 500 million workers produce 500 million 


9 Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1996, p. 398. 

10 Lenin made it very ciear that he regarded hundreds of miliions in the oppressed nations to be exploited 
by the imperiaiist countries, and according to Lenin, they had "no rights," and were handied by force, not 
negotiated with in a "free market." See for exampie, what Lenin wanted to add into the party program in 
1917. "Revision of the Party Programme," Collected Works, VoL 26, p. 168. 

"A priviieged upper stratum of the proietariat in the imperialist countries lives partly at the expense of 
hundreds of millions in the uncivilized nations." V. I. Lenin, "Imperialism and the Split in 
Socialism," Collected Works (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1963-1970), Vol. 23, p. 107. 

"England, France, the United States and Germany - have developed monopoly to vast proportions, they 
obtain super-profits running into hundreds, if not thousands, of millions, they 'ride on the backs' of 
hundreds and hundreds of millions of people in other countries and (economically - Ed.) fight among 
themselves for the division of the particularly easy spoils." V.l. Lenin, "Imperialism and the Split in 
Socialism," Collected Works (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1963-1970), Vol. 23, p. 115. 
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worker-years of “surplus-labor” every year. “Surplus-labor” is a term we use interchangeably 
with “surplus-value” depending on the context. Actually, surplus-labor is only potential 
surplus-value, because if the capitalists organize production and generate the surplus-labor, 
but then they do not sell anything, they do not get surplus-value, which is a general term for 
profits of various kinds. If the capitalists manage to sell all their products, we Marxists say 
they “realized surplus-value from their surplus-lab or.” 

If 20 percent of Third World toilers are doing surplus-labor being appropriated by the First 
World, that would mean that approximately for every worker in the imperialist countries 
there is at least one Third World worker standing next to him or her working for free but 
invisible. That is how we Marxists think, starting from production, with labor and then 
working our way over to less important matters such as exchange. 

If it is true that the First World appropriates the labor of 500 million toilers a year for 
nothing, then the entirety of profits in the imperialist countries is due to the Third World 
and the workers of no oppressor nations or internal semi-colonies are being exploited. We 
can say that off the top of our heads if we know that those 500 million should be getting half 
the income of the OECD countries, but they are not, and in fact, wages and salaries of 
oppressor nation workers are at least triple profits, so even if we took all the profits and gave 
them to pay the 500 million invisible workers, we would still need more money from 
somewhere else to pay them equally to the imperialist country workers. That “somewhere 
else” would have to be the super-profits paid to the oppressor nation workers of 
imperialism. 

The reason profits would not exceed wages and salaries paid out in the imperialist countries 
would be that the imperialist country labor aristocracy eats into the super-profits generated 
by the 500 million Third World workers. These bourgeoisified workers receive some fraction 
greater than 100 percent of their own labor back in the form of pay. On account of these 
workers and the other bourgeois classes, Third World workers have to do unpaid labor. 

The 500 million invisible workers work under military regimes or death-squad governments 
or in the best of circumstances, they work in newly minted political regimes with good 
intentions that nonetheless come with a history of low wages. We do not mean that there is a 
particular set of 500 million workers who work for free. We only mean that 20 percent of 


"...the brute force required to ensure 'peaceful' rule In the colonies, for example, can hardly be called 
peaceful. Peace reigned in Europe, but this was because domination over hundreds of millions of people 
in the colonies by the European nations was sustained only through constant, incessant, interminable 
wars, which we Europeans do not regard as wars at all, since all too often they resembled, not wars, but 
brutal massacres, the wholesale slaughter of unarmed peoples." V.l. Lenin, "War and Revolution," 

1917, Collected Works (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1963-1970), Vol. 24, pp. 400-401. 

Lenin also sums up the quotes he found in Marx on the subject of the labor aristocracy in his 
encyclopedia entry called "Karl Marx," published in 1915. 
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the work of 2.5 b illi on Third World workers and peasants is done for free for the imperialist 
countries, because they are forced to by military regimes or regimes that compete with 
military regimes. 

Even in those regimes where the rulers do not use military force, the threat of 
political/military force remains and unless they mobilize their peoples for people’s war 
against imperialism, even the best-intentioned rulers must set up their countries to compete 
with countries that do keep down wages by using death-squads often furnished with 
Amerikan weapons and training. Sony’s Kirihara observed: “We should not think only of 
Japan but Korea and Taiwan. If we compare Korea with China, nobody can compete. Even 
Malaysia or Singapore is weaker than China or India because of wages.” 11 So if you are a 
poor country emerging from semi-feudalism and you have many people seeking 
employment, whether you like it or not, you are competing with countries where they do use 
repression against union organizers to keep down wages. 

These political/military facts of life will make the labor of 500 million appear in monetary 
form to the imperialist eye to be the labor of 50 million, if we assume that wages are 10 
times as high in the imperialist countries as in the Third World and if we assume the capital 
used in production also originates in the Third World despite being owned by the First 
World. If we were to take a weighted average of the Third World - China, India, Bangladesh 
and Ceylon would drag down the average, because they are the countries where the most 
workers are and where wages are lowest. The Financial Times in 1994 reported that average 
manufacturing wages in China per hour were 50 cents, which meant U.$. wages of $16.40 an 
hour were nearly 33 times higher. 12 Adrian Wood has put together a detailed global estimate 
for 1985 to which our only objection is that he counted Greece as Third World; although it 
is such a small portion of the total employment and wages that it will not matter much. 
Greece averaged $3.45 an hour in compensation, which is on the borderline there between 
the Third World and the imperialist countries anyway. It turns out if we weight the average 
the way it should be weighted, so that each worker counts equally in the total of wages, then 
China and India drag down the average to 48 cents an hour for the whole Third World. A 
different average gives weight to each country’s share in the Third World’s exports. Taiwan 
($1.38 an hour) and Korea ($1.28 an hour) are much more important in this regard, so the 
average wage in Third World exports is $1.24 an hour. 13 For this reason, MIM recommends 
using a multiplier parameter of 10 whenever some production in the Third World comes up 
in discussion. If they say the product is worth $1 million, then we at MIM think it’s likely 

11 William Greider, One World Ready or Not: The Manic Loqic of Global Capitalism (NY: Simon & Schuster, 
1997), p. 70. 

12 William Greider, One World Ready or Not [NY'. Simon & Schuster, 1997), p. 477. 

13 Adrian Wood, North-South Trade, Employment and Inequality: Changing Fortunes in a Skill-Driven 
World (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), p. 400. China's rapid growth most confounds statisticians as does 
its government's setting of exchange-rates. For this reason, Wood found estimates of Chinese 
manufacturing at 106.37 million in 1985, which is much higher than what UNIDO found, but probably 
more accurate. 
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worth $10 million, with $9 million going to unproductive sector workers and the bourgeoisie 
of the imperialist countries. We could use a parameter of 33 or 15, but we choose 10 to 
account for the minority of inputs in Third World exports originating from imperialist 
countries and the mark-up or transfer of value from Third World workers to the Third 
World bourgeoisie and the unproductive sector. 

Just to break down the case of China further, as of 1992 it exceeds $80 billion a year in 
merchandise exports, almost all of which go to the imperialist countries. At 2000 hours a 
year for 50 cents an hour, that is the work of 80 million workers. Fortunately, China’s 
bourgeoisie marks up the price of its merchandise and keeps a large share of value-added for 
reinvestment. We do not know how much China’s state-capitalist class marks up the price 
from labor costs in the export sector, but the export sector is over one-third of the industrial 
sector and we do have figures for that. In 1994, the state-capitalist class in China gave 
workers one-sixth of value-added in manufacturing. That would mean the $80 billion in 
exports represents the work of over 13 million industrial workers. By now we can say 
China’s exports alone involve more industrial workers than the total of all industrial workers 
in France, Germany and the “United Kingdom” combined. Given the higher rate of 
exploitation of Chinese workers, when we look at the economies of the OECD nations, we 
should attribute more surplus-value and share of the profits to the labor of Chinese workers 
than all the industrial workers of France, Germany and England combined. Moreover, such 
calculations tend to show that when we are said and done, industrial workers in the OECD 
produce surplus-value, but no net surplus-value. Merchandise exports embody a transfer of 
value of 15 million industrial workers to the rest of the world each year. About half end up 
in the United $tates and almost all of the rest of the value ends up in the EU and japan. Yet, 
this is not the only means of transfer of value out of China to the imperialist countries. We 
should not forget that a portion of China’s domestic production goes to the imperialist 
countries as repatriated profits and interest payments. 

Using slightly older data, in a similar vein of thought, bourgeois economist Adrian Wood 
calculates that the Third World added 20 million manufacturing workers between 1950 and 
1990 just to handle exports to the North. 14 That is two million more industrial workers than 
the United $tates has. Thus, by his calculation, we Marxists can account for a huge transfer 
of value to the non-productive sectors of the imperialist countries. 

Just to give an example of how transfer of value to the unproductive sector works, the 
cheapest genuine Swiss army knife sells for $10 at U.$. military surplus stores when they are 


14 Adrian Wood, North-South Trade, Employment and Inequality (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), p. 13. 
Wood also concludes that "the number of hours of labour embodied in a dollar's worth of manufactured 
imports from the South is much greater than the number of hours that would be embodied in a dollar's 
worth of output of the same items in the North, and it would be wrong to use the latter as an estimate of 
the former" (p. 123). This same observation is why the exports to China do not offset the imports from 
China into the imperialist countries, when it comes to transfer of value. 
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in stock. If the Swiss made it and shipped it for $8, the transfer of value to the unproductive 
sector in the United States would be $2, the mark-up for the retailer in the United States. 

Walking about rural New Hampshire in the United States is a salespersyn who has switched 
jobs to sell Chinese merchandise. He has no particular plan of approach and carries his 
goods for sale in his station-wagon. Approaching random passers-by, he offers not stolen 
property, but 3 Chinese replica Swiss Army knives for $5. These knives have all the 
functions that kids and have ever seen on a Swiss Army knife. After success with Swiss 
Army knives, he offers his customers a $10 deal on roadside emergency kits including a 
flashing yellow light for the road and a flash-light. This merchant says he has hugely 
increased his income, and is typical of the unproductive sector’s appropriation of surplus- 
value from China. The salespersyn added no value to the products, but he benefitted from a 
transfer of value from China. 

Some people may wonder, “but what about the OECD exports transferring value to China?” 
The United States runs a deficit with China, which was three-quarters of merchandise 
imports from China at $33.79 billion in 1995, 15 but if it did export $80 billion in 
manufactured goods back to China, it would represent the work of 2.4 million 
manufacturing workers. Once we account for the fact that industrial workers receive around 
half of value-added in the imperialist countries, we would end up talking about 1.2 million 
workers, less in the case of the United States which has lower wages to value-added ratios 
and higher retail and white-collar employment. 16 After counting repatriation of profits, 
interest payments and royalty payments for “intellectual property,” we can see that the net 
transfer of value to the imperialist countries will exceed 15 million Chinese industrial worker- 
years per year 17 - for free. Unpaid labor is another term for capital. Rather than accumulate 


15 Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996, p. 801. 

16 199. Judging from U.S. Government numbers, this estimate is too high, because aii exports combined 
for 1991 oniy account for 1.7 million jobs directly and another 1.7 million jobs indirectly in manufacturing 
exports of $314.1 billion direct exports or $546.9 billion total direct and export-related production in 
manufacturing. [Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996, p. 746.) Thus, $80 billion in exports from the 
United $tates could easily mean less than half a million worker-years, which reflects the parasitic white- 
collar "work" and trade margins added into costs in the U.$. export sector. It raises the question why the 
Third World does not produce everything itself, which we will answer later. 

17 This is a combination of statistics, first the 50 cents an hour from the Financial Times already cited for 
Chinese workers in manufacturing. Secondly, we use a proportion of wages to value-added derived from 
profitability figures for 1994 in United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), Industrial 
Development: Global Report 1996 (Oxford University Press, 1996), p. 148. An older figure from 1985, 
would show wages just over 1 in 7 dollars of value-added (p. 193), which would reduce the estimate of 
value transferred to about 12 million Chinese-worker years. The same page 148 of 1996 UNIDO data for 
1994 offers other means of calculating the value transfer to imperialist countries. With exports over $80 
billion and an industrial production value-added of under $240, billion, one might decide that one-third 
of the 61.9 million workers employed would be more appropriate. That would mean a transfer of 20.6 
million Chinese industrial worker-years of value to imperialism. In 1995, the United $tates imported $45.6 
billion in Chinese goods [Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996, p. 800), which should then be 
thought of as a transfer of value of at least 10 million Chinese industrial worker-years for free. 
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the capital equivalent to the industrial work of Germany, France and England done for free, 
that unpaid labor goes in the form of super-profits into OECD wages. We can prove that by 
proving that the net capitalist accumulation in a year is less than total surplus-value extracted 
by discrimination. If we account for net capital accumulation in this way, then transfers from 
China and other developing countries go straight into the pockets of unproductive and 
productive sector workers of the imperialist countries. Alternatively, we could take a portion 
of Third World transfers of value and use it to account for capital accumulation, and put the 
rest as playing its role in First World wages. 

One might ask, come to think of it, why do Third World countries trade with the First 
World when they get such a bad deal? The problem is that the trade is not really trade the 
way we think of it in the imperialist countries. It is a situation where people work or starve 
under the rule of death-squads backing up capital. It is not the people making this choice, 
just a lackey clique running the Third World puppet regime. A proletarian-led government 
armed with the labor theory of value would never undertake the kind of trade we see today. 

Let us return to our elementary labor theory of value thinking. If we are wrong and the 
figure for annual exploitation only amounts to 10 percent of annual Third World production, 
then the labor of 250 million will appear in the imperialist countries to be the labor of 25 
million people, because it will be measured in monetary terms and not the labor units that 
went into it. As Arghiri Emmanuel pointed out, it is the phony monetization of the Third 
World’s labor that makes it seem so insignificant to the imperialist country economists who 
only know how to reason when free trade conditions are assumed. To understand the 
average value of Third World products transferred to the First World, we recommend using 
a multiplier parameter of 10. If we do so, suddenly 30 percent of the GNP of the imperialist 
countries is accounted for by a transfer of value from the neo-colonies and we have an 
explanation for why there is an unproductive sector generally three times the size of the 
productive sector in the imperialist countries. 

When governments actually use force to set wage-rates and union organizers are killed for 
attempting negotiations, the imperialist country economists and labor bureaucrat chauvinists 
pay no notice. They could in their own language conclude that Third World regimes, 
bureaucrat capitalists known as compradors or puppets are collecting a “rent” (which is a 


We should point out in our China calculations, we left out the question of inputs used in production and 
where they are from and what workers produced them. To the extent that they come from other 
agricultural, mining or industrial sectors in China, there is no point in changing anything to estimate value 
transfers. To the extent that inputs in industrial production come from the imperialist countries, we should 
cut down our estimate of Chinese labor-years transferred to imperialism. If all OECD exports to China 
actually went right back into China's industrial production as inputs for export (not very likely), then by 
using 1994 figures, we would have under $50 billion used in Chinese production from imperialist sources. 
(See Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996, p. 854). Then we would be talking about a transfer of 
only about 6 million Chinese industrial worker-years per year to the imperialist countries. We are not 
going to estimate how much China imports its inputs for export production, because we believe we have 
underestimated the transfer of value in other regards. 
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different idea than paying for an apartment per month) from their monopoly power over the 
resource of labor-power in their country. The imperialist country capitalists share in this rent 
with the U.$. puppets, who are after all set up with military aid courtesy of U.$. taxpayers. 
The economists have a language to deal with all of this, but they don’t. Professor Ozay 
Mehmet in Ottawa, Canada is an exception. He says that in Indonesia for instance, there are 
“gatekeepers,” which MIM calls compradors. The bribes that have to be paid to the 
“gatekeepers” are about three to eight percent of overhead and is referred to as “corruption” 
by the academics. The bottom-line of why Indonesia can do this is that the compradors have 
decided to let their workers starve to death. Since they pay them only 70 percent of the 
amount of money it takes to buy daily physical requirements of life, 18 the compradors are 
overseeing super-exploitation. With such a huge super-exploitation, the foreign capitalists 
and internal capitalists do not mind paying the corruption charges to the gatekeepers, 
because they are still paying less for labor-power than they would in a merely free-market 
exploitation situation. The strategy relies on a huge reserve army of unemployed to re-supply 
the workforce that dies at a premature age. In many countries, that means the workers come 
from the pre-capitalist sectors. Of course, since 1960 it was necessary to kill a half million 
communists, East Timor people and others with U.$. weapons and training to achieve the 
military situation behind super-exploitation in Indonesia — which is again nothing compared 
with the portion being starved and otherwise put to death prematurely from conditions of 
poverty. 

A similar situation exists everywhere in the Third World. In 1987, Ford fired 3,400 Mexican 
workers during a strike; even though workers made one-tenth what they do in the United 
States. Ford also cut wages by 45 percent, but to back up Ford the government-run union 
hired hitmen to shoot workers at the Ford factory. 19 In Colombia, British Petroleum “is 
accused of collaborating with military death squads in Columbia, but the new Labour 
government just made the chair of British Petroleum a minister and secured him a lifetime 
civic honor.” 20 There is much more systematic information available in U.$. Congressional 
records and in the works of Noam Chomsky, who details U.$. military aid to Third World 
lackeys. Without understanding these basic facts, economists are living in a fantasy-world 
and hurting real-world people. 

Professor Mehmet has shown that it is possible to raise wages in Indonesia and similar 
countries, perhaps as much as 100 percent without any effect on profit rates if the 
comprador corruption were eliminated. Later in the section C6 we will talk about how 
thoroughgoing internationalism allows for the potential of eliminating or at least weakening 
the comprador class. Although not in recent textbooks, in the economics textbook of Paul 


18 William Greider, One World Ready or Not (NY: Simon & Schuster, 1997), p. 396. 

19 Trevor Rayne, "Squeezed to Breaking Point: Work, Exploitation and Profits," Fight Racism! Fight 
Imperialism! August/September, 1996 (London: Revolutionary Communist Group), p. 11. 

20 Revolutionary Communist Group, Fight Racism! Fight Imperialism! June/July, 1997 (London: 
Revolutionary Communist Group), p. 8. 
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Samuelson, which openly responds to and rebuts the rebellion of students in the 1960s, 
students learn that it is possible for unions to raise both wages and employment when there 
is a situation of monopsony, and of all shocking things in a Euro-centered profession, the 
book actually mentions “tin mines of Bolivia” as a case where monopsony applies. 21 What 
this little snippet in a bourgeois economics textbook represents is the slight tension between 
imperialists and their puppets known as compradors. This textbook case should be 
generalized to the Third World and we internationalist communists should make use of it. 

These days the only academic attention to monopoly of labor-power occurs in the context of 
First World unions. Robert Z. Lawrence shows that those unions obtain monopoly rents for 
their workers. He does not consider what would happen if he did the same analysis in the 
developing countries substituting the word “comprador” for union and a different set of 
beneficiaries. For the academicians, this is partly just a matter of laziness, partly national 
chauvinism and partly a matter of finding simple models more beautiful for their own sake. 
Many of them don't claim to be studying anything of relevance. 22 

The question of surplus-labor is additionally difficult, because it is likely that if there were a 
free market in labor-power in the Third World, the capitalist system still would not be able 
to realize surplus-value and hence would not accept the contributions of the 250 or 500 
million workers, instead preferring that a large fraction be unemployed for the short-run. In 
the long-run, however, through the creation of demand as is done by OECD governments, 
it is possible for capitalism to employ the 250 or 500 million workers and all others as well. 
Later in our discussion of “Star Trek capitalism” where we also make the bizarre assumption 
that political consciousness does not stir the exploited, we look at what happens under full 
employment in capitalism. 

The labor theory of value is most enlightening, because it reminds us to make these 
comparisons. We do not approve of the simplifications for beauty’s sake that the bourgeois 
economists employ in their thinking. They leave out the role of military force and closed 
borders in their thinking. There is as yet no free-market for labor-power as most economists 
admit but do not incorporate in their theories. 

When the imperialist economists do undertake cross-national analysis, they often focus on 
labor productivity statistics that start with the assumption of the existing distribution of 


21 Paul A. Samuelson, Economics, 9th ed. (NY: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1973), pp. 586-7. 

22 Assar Lindbeck blames the problem on younger economists who seem more interested in technique 
than substance, and thus do not stray far from a handful of theoretical models. The Political Economy of 
the New Left: An Outsider's I/few (NY: Harper & Row, 1971), p. 22. 

Two economists, William J. Baumol and Edward N. Wolff writing with a third academic named Richard R. 
Nelson said, "As Veblen reminded us, we academics pursue such topics out of 'idle curiosity'." William J. 
Baumol, Richard R. Nelson & Edward N. Wolff, eds., Convergence of Productivity: Cross-National Studies 
and Historical Evidence (Oxford University Press, 1994), p. 6. 
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property. 23 They purport to show that Third World workers have lower productivity by 
starting with the assumption that the capital imperialist country workers work with is really 
properly owned by those workers or their capitalists to begin with! In the case of Robert Z. 
Lawrence of the Brooking Institute, the propaganda goes even a level deeper than that. 
According to Lawrence, based on an examination of U.$. multinational corporations, in 1989 
developed country workers were 2.5 times more productive than developing country 
workers. He concludes that “the fact that output per worker is not similar worldwide 
indicates that not all sources of international competitive advantage are readily mobile.” 24 
(Hint: read this as a typical crypto-racist mention of genetics.) He then proceeds to conclude 
Third World workers are less productive, without first adjusting for the effect of different 
amounts of capital per worker! So from Lawrence’s own data, there is no way of knowing 
that those developing country workers are less “productive,” because of what should be 
readily mobile sources of international competitive advantage, namely capital. Beyond that, 
Lawrence, also did the usual in taking seriously the dollar figures given for developing 
countries’ production per worker, when it is really a matter of monopsony power and 
unequal exchange. Marx called this commodity fetishism, where sales prices are taken 
seriously to the extent of having a life of their own in the minds of Lawrence and other 
economists. They do not stop to consider that maybe wages are held down by military 
means in some countries. What matters is not product per worker but product unit per 
dollar of wages given a fixed level of capital per worker. The bourgeois economists are such 
a contradictory lot that though they all condemn Deng Xiaoping’s China as repressive, they 
don’t bother to integrate that observation into their theories. The fact is that even oppressed 


23 Lenin in contrast did not consider the origins of capital a neutral question. Marx called capital "unpaid 
labor." Thus the capital at a worker's disposal via his or her hiring capitalist is a class issue from the 
beginning, and according to Lenin most of that capital (wealth) comes from the oppressed nations. (True, 
we should admit that not all wealth is from labor since some is natural, but the quote below does not 
concern that matter.) 

"..Britain... which has created this (its - Ed.) wealth not so much by the labour of its workers as by the 
exploitation of innumerable colonies... it can be said without exaggeration that there is not a patch of 
land in the world today on which this capital has not laid its heavy hand, not a patch of land which British 
capital has not enmeshed by a thousand threads." V. I. Lenin, "War and Revolution," Collected Works, 
Moscow, Progress Publishers, 1963-1970, Vol. 24, p. 403. 

"Britain has industrialized owing to the fact that it plundered colonies for decades and centuries, gathered 
'surplus' capital there, which it invested in its own industry, and thus accelerated its own industrialization. 
That is one method of industrialization." Stalin, Collected Works, Moscow, Foreign Languages Publishing 
House, Vol. 8, p. 130. 

"They (the American billionaires - Ed.) have converted all, even the richest countries into their tributaries. 
They have grabbed hundreds of billions of dollars." Lenin, "A Letter to American Workers," Moscow, 
Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1952. 

24 Robert Z. Lawrence, Single World: Divided Nations - International Trade and OECD Labor 
Markets (Paris,: Brooking Institution Press, 1996), pp. 9, 103. 
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capitalist countries with no military regime must compete with those that have military 
regimes, if they have surplus labor-power available for hire. 

In response, Lawrence says, “If output per worker is actually the same throughout the world 
economy, while wages per worker are much lower, profits and rents per worker in the 
developing world should be enormous; in fact, total national income per worker should be 
the same in developed and developing countries. But that is not the case.” 25 We thank 
Lawrence for noticing something absolutely important many chauvinist phony Marxists have 
not noticed, but the reason that national income per worker is not the same is that value is 
transferred to the First World workers and capitalists by political-military means well 
described in Noam Chomsky’s books on the Third World. Lower income per worker is not 
caused by lower output per worker. Countries that transfer too much value to imperialism 
have nothing left to fund their own growth through investment. The chauvinists conclude 
that Third World workers just aren’t very productive, and that U.$. workers are 33 times 
more productive than Chinese workers. In contrast, we at MIM say there is something going 
on and Lawrence put his finger on it. There is something huge going on if as he says, “total 
national income per worker is not the same in developed and developing countries.” That 
wealth is going to unproductive sector workers in the First World and some of it is the 
hidden wealth of ruling classes. What is called $100 million in goods gets shipped to the First 
World. Then the First World dedicates a percentage of GNP to guarding those goods against 
arson/vandalism (because it does not matter in country or class calculations if one capitalist 
steals the goods from another). Another percentage goes to accounting, advertising and 
customizing with a little extra labor. Soon the goods are “worth” over $1 billion; even 
though it would seem that the capitalists added a lot of overhead in security guards, 
accountants, lawyers and advertising for the products created. 

Lawrence like most bourgeois social-scientists has no explanation for why rich countries get 
richer and poor countries get poorer. He does not care, but we have explained the pattern of 
facts by a transfer of value from the Third World to the First World. In 1820, the largest gap 
between any two countries in per capita GNP was over 3:1, but by 1992 it had steadily 
increased to 72:1. The same is true if we group countries together into regions. The spread 
between regions increased from less than 3:1 in 1820 to 16:1 in 1992. 26 If we take the top 20 
percent of the world’s population by income and compare it with the bottom 20 percent of 
the population by income, we have a ratio of 11.1 in 1960 and 17.1:1 in 1989. 27 Some 
countries have grown more slowly than others because of slavery, war and transfers of value 
through more ordinary means that resemble trade. 


25 Robert Z. Lawrence, Single World: Divided Nations {Vans'. Brooking Institution Press, 1996), p. 9. 

26 Angus Maddison, Monitoring the World Economy 1820-1992 (Paris: OECD, 1995), p. 22. 

27 United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), Industrial Development: Global Report 
1996 (Oxford University Press, 1996), p. 5. 
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Adrian Wood, who along with Lawrence are the top Anglo-Saxon bourgeois experts on 
international trade’s impact on workers in the North and the Third World, runs up against 
an anomaly similar to the one Lawrence does. Wood starts out with the obligatory paeans to 
chauvinism — putting forward that differences in intelligence are innate. 28 Pandering to the 
peanut-gallery, Wood introduces a parameter that values all Third World labor hours at one- 
half the value of First World labor hours. We will call it the chauvinism parameter, but we 
should recall that in Wood’s particular case, he assumes capital intensity to be equal in 
industries all around the world, so this parameter can also stand in for a difference in capital- 
labor ratios that Woods left out. In any case, because Third World labor produces so much 
more output per wage dollar even in Adrian Wood’s model with the chauvinism parameter, 
Wood is forced into an anomaly that Wood and his profession will never successfully face. 
As the tide of his book says, Wood would like to attribute the important facts of life to skill 
differences between the North and South. Yet, in his own model, he is forced to conclude 
that “if skill-intensive manufactures were produced in the South, their price would 
apparentiy be only about one-half of what it costs to import them from the North. This 
result is not believable: it suggests that the South could produce both goods more cheaply 
than the North.” 29 Wood says thereafter that the chauvinism parameter was not enough to 
account for this and that there must be a big difference in productivity created from having 
so many skilled workers so close together in the imperialist countries. 

So Wood wants to talk about skilled workers being clumped together in the First World as 
an explanation for why goods are not cheaper by half to build in the Third World, even in 
the most skill-intensive categories of goods. Yet there is no reason skilled workers in Beijing 
or Delhi could not be clumped together too. Furthermore, as Wood is no doubt aware, 
given the unemployment situation in the South and the politics behind protectionism, Wood 
has hit on a sensitive point. Hence, we will explain it for Wood where Wood was likely to 
allow various extreme chauvinist assumptions enter the calculations. Setting the chauvinism 
parameter at .20 instead of .50 would have solved Wood’s problem nicely, but of course, 
there is no data to back such a view, only the emotional thoughts of the oppressor nation 
labor aristocracy. We say to Wood that he has hit on the truth: both sets of goods can be 
produced more cheaply in the South. There is huge unemployment for political and 
historical reasons, namely a lack of political success by theorists upholding the labor theory 
of value. The ruling class in the South does not believe in nor care about the fact that labor 
creates all wealth and that the Third World could be wealthy if it stopped transferring value 
to the North. All the puppet cliques in the South understand is that the imperialists pay good 
money for an easy job that requires no background in wealth production. The compradors 
can ape the imperialist lifestyle by arranging production for the market where the “skilled” 
workers are clumped together, namely the imperialist countries. Yes, that is where demand 


28 Adrian Wood, North-South Trade, Employment and Inequality: Changing Fortunes in a Skill-Driven 
World (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), p. 53. 

29 Adrian Wood, North-South Trade, Employment and Inequality {Oxford'. Clarendon Press, 1994), p. 137. 
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for products is because of the existing distribution of property and power. It has nothing to 
do with the vaunted skill of the imperialist country workers and everything to do with their 
purchasing power achieved by centuries of pillage and plunder of Third World wealth. 

To the credit of Adrian Wood, he rejected the idea of capital including infrastructure as 
making the difference between Third World and First World conditions, but at least he 
considered it. He admits 40 percent of non-residential capital is infrastructure, and it is 
thought to be less extensive in the Third World. 30 

Returning to the subject of the capital available per worker in the calculation of labor- 
productivity, we can point to an in-depth study of Mexico. At first glance, labor productivity 
of multinational corporations in Mexico of 1970 was more than twice as high than the labor- 
productivity in Mexican corporations in the same industries. However, it turns out that 
capital per employee was also more than twice as high in multinational corporations 
operating in Mexico than in Mexican companies operating in Mexico. When this is taken 
into account in one method of calculation that bourgeois economists thought appropriate, 
the gap in labor productivity almost disappears and in some industries, Mexican companies 
appear to have higher labor productivity than multinational corporations. 

Compared with the United States, in 1970, Mexicans working in multinational corporations 
had 93 percent of the productivity of U.$. workers in industry averaged as a whole. 
Productivity in Mexican companies was much lower, but as we explained already, that was 
mostly because of the capital to labor ratio in those companies. The bourgeois authors of the 
Mexico study believe the multinational corporations do a little better than other companies 
and bring a “technology spillover.” Regardless, viewing the 93 percent figure, the racists and 


30 Adrian Wood, North-South Trade, Employment and Inequality (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1994), pp. 35, 
55. Wood is rather more concerned with whether the capital-labor ratios embodied in Third World 
exports are the same as they would be if those exports were produced in the First World. Wood finds 
some evidence that in Taiwan and Korea, they use more labor-intensive methods of production, but on 
the whole he continues to dismiss the idea of a difference in capital per worker as relevant to trade. He 
also finds that labor productivity statistics in multinational corporate subsidiaries is the same in the South 
as in the North, despite assumptions elsewhere contrary (pp. 92-3, 133). 

MIM is more interested in the capital per population generally not just in the export sectors. Wood looked 
at similar issues, and we agree with Wood who has presented the thorough empirical evidence that 
imports from the South displace a (non-existent) proletariat in the North, but we are not satisfied with 
Wood's overall approach to commodity fetishism. Expenditures on capital and labor by a multinational 
corporation subsidiary in the Third World may have the same ratio as in the North, but in the case of the 
South, that same expenditure will result in a much higher embodiment of labor in the commodities in the 
case of the South. Wood is aware of this, but does not care for his purposes, except to the extent that 
labor-intensive industries are the first to leave the First World. 

If we were to argue with Wood on Wood's own turf, we would say what drives trade is super-exploitation 
of labor-power, not skill differences in labor. 
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crypto-racists have no leg to stand on for why Mexican wages should be one-tenth U.$. 
wages. 

Between 1970 and 1984, Mexican “labor productivity” caught up further with U.f>. “labor 
productivity,” again as measured without an adjustment for the capital per worker. Out of 13 
industrial sectors for which there is data, food products stayed the same and chemicals fell 
further behind the same sectors in the United States, but all the other sectors gained ground 
even further. In rubber and plastics, data shows Mexican workers are 1.85 times more 
productive than U.$. workers and 1.11 times more productive in lumber and wood. We do 
not have an average for manufacturing available to compare with the United States in 1984. 31 
In fact, the most interesting thing about the academic work on the subject is the lack of 
concern with regard to capital-labor ratios 32 or units of product per dollar in wages in the 
discussion of so-called labor productivity by bourgeois economists. The next most 
remarkable thing is that in these cross-national studies of labor productivity of which there 
are few of profound depth, none are addressing “transfer pricing” or monopsony. 

On the one hand it is an error to attribute any reason to reward capital-holders for owning 
capital. All capital is unpaid labor, and most of the world’s unpaid labor comes from the 
Third World. For this reason, Marxists might be fooled into accepting the bourgeois method 
of calculating labor productivity, which is dividing output or national income by the number 
of workers in a particular country. They believe they have deducted the consumption of 
fixed capital before they calculated labor productivity. But they didn’t account for which 
workers were really the source of that unpaid labor known as capital and which workers 
were the source of the value expressed in monetary terms in the national income. In reality, 
income should be divided by the number of workers in the country plus the invisible ones 
from the Third World working for free discussed earlier. 

On the other hand, it is also an error to pretend that the unpaid labor or “dead labor” as we 
Marxists say has no effect on production. When we seek to compare the labor productivity 
of living oppressed nation workers with living oppressor nation workers, there is no way out 
of this question of capital-labor ratios. We doubt the arguments and thin evidence of 
economists that despite higher profit rates in the Third World, capital flows there to such a 
degree as to equalize profit rates globally or increase capital intensity to match the higher 
rates of exploitation. For instance, while four bourgeois economists admit there is not even 
long-term capital mobility yet and that 72 percent of countries belonging to the IMF have 


31 Magnus Blomstrom & Edward N. Wolff, "Multinational Corporations and Productivity Convergence in 
Mexico," in William J. Baumoi, Richard R. Nelson & Edward N. Wolff, eds., Convergence of Productivity: 
(Oxford University Press, 1994), pp. 266-73. 

32 Wood is an interesting exception, but he is only interested in the export sectors. Even there he is only 
interested in the ratio of two capital-labor ratios, the North's and the South's. Since such ratios are 
calculated using money figures and not things per worker or even dollars of assets per worker, we have 
the commodity fetishism problem. As Wood knows, the same money spent on labor in the North and 
South buys a lot more labor in the South. 
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capital controls, they say that after-tax returns converge toward 7.5 percent. 33 We believe 
that is as yet a futurologist fantasy - an important fantasy, but still a fantasy. Such returns 
converge within the imperialist world, because of capital mobility there, but profits remain 
much higher in the Third World. Lenin gave us the explanation for this: we live in an era of 
“coupon-clippers,” or to translate into bourgeois economics language, the imperialists exact 
a huge “risk premium” for investment 34 in the Third World and would generally much 
“prefer” bonds over fixed investment in the Third World, all other things being equal. The 
other reason for the low capital to labor ratios and high profit rates is that there is still a huge 
reserve army of unemployed in the Third World. Hence, we at MIM are not interested in 
capital-labor ratios, because capital deserves some mythical return, but because it is a matter 
of reparations to the Third World which is the source of capital accumulation in the first 
place. 

So with these imperialist country economists, their analysis always boils down to the 
primordial free market economy at the origin of everything, where the existing distribution 
of property is freely arrived at and not a matter of dispute. In contrast, we have two lines of 
attack on this question: 1) Was the capital (unpaid labor) that the higher-productivity 
workers use directly produced in the Third World or the result of congealed surplus-labor 
extracted from the Third World? 2) Under communism, the right to distribution according 
to work is one aspect of bourgeois right that will be eliminated, but before that we will see to 
the opposite, namely that work is rewarded for what it is worth, and not what some military- 
bureaucrat says, and not with a skimming off the top to reward people for owning things. 
The skimming off the top will be for savings and investment under socialism. 

The foolishness surrounding labor productivity and any monetized calculations is another 
reason it is better just to start with the quantity of laborers and the quantity of physical 
production. For example, multinational corporations take up a huge share of the 
manufacturing sector in the Third World. The percentage of Third World manufacturing 
workers working for multinational corporations “ranges from 10 to 23 percent in Argentina, 
Bolivia, Brazil, and Colombia to over 50 percent in Singapore and Senegal.” 35 The total price 
of Third World manufactured goods exported to the industrial countries in 1986 reached a 
dramatic high of $269.4 billion. 36 If the prices of those manufactured goods should have 
been so much higher, because of artificially depressed Third World wages and the use of 
locally produced and consumed capital goods in production, say ten times higher, then the 
price of those manufactured goods would have been 2.694 trillion dollars. Thus, the 

33 Malcolm Gillis, Dwight Perkins, Michael Roemer & Donald Snodgrass Economics of Development, 3rd 
ed. (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1992), pp. 288-90. 

34 Thurow believes that risk aversion is built in to investors and countries could do a better job of making 
risky investments than individuals can. Head to Head: The Coming Economic Battle Among Japan, Europe, 
and America (NY: William Morrow and Company, 1992), p. 145. 

35 Malcolm Gillis, Dwight Perkins, Michael Roemer 8i Donald Snodgrass, Economics of Development, 3rd 
ed. (New York: W.W. Norton 8i Co., 1992), p. 389. 

36 Ibid., p. 474. 
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imperialist countries can make over $2 trillion in super-profits and profits by dealing with the 
Third World countries’ export manufactured goods trade. Then on top of the $2 trillion in 
super-profits are the normal profits associated with such merchandise in the First World, the 
profits that allow a margin for retail chains to pay their workers and make a profit. Even in 
1986, $269.4 billion in manufactured goods could have explained a lot about the First World 
economy. However, the phenomenal growth of exports from the Third World did not stop 
in the 1990s. By 1992, the figure was up to $363.8 billion in exports of manufactured goods 
to the imperialist countries. 37 

By 1994, the manufactured exports from just the “Four Tigers” exceeded the manufacturing 
exports of the whole Third World in 1986. Growing as much as 35 percent a year, China's 
exports reached $119.8 billion in 1994, of which only about $8 billion were raw materials and 
fuels. Korea exported $95.4 billion; Taiwan exported $106.9 billion and Singapore $93.5 
billion. The numbers for China are even bigger, because this particular means of counting 
does not include exports to Hong Kong re-exported from Hong Kong. The exports of just 
the Four Tigers to the United $tates were over $123 billion in 1994. 

Aside from being out-of-date, the potential for super-profits even in 1986 was higher than 
mentioned, because we should also not forget that many cross-border transfers of value will 
not appear in any statistical table, because they are transfers within multinational 
corporations that are faked. “Transfer pricing” is another fancy phrase for smuggling. In 
some cases, it probably is outright smuggling to hide the exports from the puppet regimes 
bribed to look the other way. Even the major imperialist countries are upset with 
Switzerland, the Cayman Islands, Andorra and Liechtenstein for their willingness to hide 
wealth to such an extent that the IMF admits its statistics on financial flows have to be 
inaccurate. 

In addition to legitimate smuggling of Third World value into the First World, known as 
transfer pricing, and illegitimate smuggling through outright bribery, there is also the power- 
play where a multinational corporation simply threatens to leave unless given appropriate tax 
breaks that effectively hide production. On occasion, multinational corporations have also 
been known to escape taxation in two imperialist countries at once, by playing the two 
countries off against each other, through complex legal entanglements and agreements. 38 
What this all means is that a certain pile of goods may be worth $1 trillion, but it may go on 
the books as $100 billion. Once they arrive at their destination in the imperialist countries, 
they will sell to consumers for way more than $100 billion, but that gets called profit or 
salaries for parasites. It gives the parasites the illusion of working for a living and having a 
real reason to look down on Third World workers who only seem to produce goods worth 
$100 billion, when the tremendous legal, guarding and sales prowess of the oppressor nation 


37 Robert Z. Lawrence, Single World: Divided Nations {Pans'. Brooking Institution Press, 1996), p. 42. 

38 Intel pulled this off against the United States and Japan. More than half of Intel's export income was 
taxed in no country. William Greider, One World Ready or Not (NY: Simon & Schuster, 1997), p. 96. 
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workers sold the same goods for over $1 trillion. To answer Lawrence’s question why there 
is no huge wealth in the Third World, if the multinational corporate capitalists and other 
capitalists hired enough lawyers, accountants, security guards and sales and bank staff in the 
Third World, we would suddenly find “total income per worker” the same in the Third 
World as the First World, but because of the existing distribution of property and power, the 
Third World people do not have the money to buy their own goods. 

By the early 1980s, 20 Third World governments were receiving at least 10 percent of their 
total tax revenue from export taxes - which are illegal in the United States. 39 So we can 
imagine that in those countries the exporters including multinational corporations would 
rather bribe a few officials to keep their products off the books than pay taxes. That just 
means again we underestimate the super-exploitation going on by going by published 
statistics, because as the bourgeoisie always says, whenever there are taxes, there is 
smuggling. 40 This could be a worst case scenario, because then the multinational corporation 
could name any price it wanted for the value of its goods it is shipping back to the 
imperialist country in question. The agricultural, mining and semi-finished goods then go 
back at low cost and with a little touching up in the imperialist countries, they sell for huge 
sums. 

Grazia Ietto-Gillies explains the administrative motivations of multinational corporations 
that result in hidden transfers of value across borders. “Differences in corporate taxation 
between countries will make it profitable to shift recorded profits to the low tax-rate 
country. Similarly, expected changes in currency values may prompt shifts of funds towards 
the country where the currency is expected to appreciate... similarly, under-pricing a 
commodity may lead to payment of a lower ad valorem tariff. Obstacles to the repatriation 
of profits may be removed by appropriate internal pricing. A company may also have 
political reasons for wanting to have low declared profits in a particular country; for 
example, such a strategy might allow the company to avoid pressure for wage increases or 
pressure for more competition in the market and hence for tighter competition policies.” 41 
As an example, all of Latin America was scandalized to learn how U.$. copper companies 
had repatriated profits several times the value of the initial investments in Chile. Likewise, 
today, China still puts up a pretense of caring about the issue by claiming at least in public 
that there is a limit to profit repatriation that the government will allow. The natural 


39 Gillis et al., p. 304. 

40 World Bank, Hoover Institute and Brookings Institute authors Jose Edgardo Campos and Hilton L. Root 
have admitted this too, not so much from a tax perspective, but a fear of confiscation perspective: "This 
uncertainty about the ruler's future behavior induces firms to be secretive. Firms know that their assets 
can be confiscated, so they attempt to keep them hidden. Rather than register their assets, firms hide 
accounts and expatriate capital to safe havens abroad." The Key to the Asian Miracle: Making Shared 
Growth Credible (Washington, DC: Brookings Institute, 1996), p. 77. This is another reason we cannot take 
bourgeois reports of profit repatriation from the Third World as seriously as profit reports from 
operations within the First World. 

41 Grazia Ietto-Gillies, International Production: Trends, Theories, Effects (Cambridge, 1992), p. 36. 
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response in Latin America is to pass laws or apply informal political pressure on a 
multinational corporation to keep it from repatriating profits to the First World. By the use 
of transfer pricing, the multinational corporation escapes all such pressures. According to 
one estimate, by shifting around numbers from country to country, 200 U.S. corporations 
only pay 51.6 percent the taxes they would usually have to pay. 42 

Under the best of conditions of monopsony, which is monopoly power in buying as 
opposed to monopoly power in production, the purchase of Third World labor-power 
through the intermediaries of Third World puppets or comprador capitalists, who are often 
on the payrolls of the CIA or the multinational corporation in question, we would question 
how much value is lost by the Third World proletariat. When we stop to realize that a 
growing share of foreign trade by imperialists occurs through transfer pricing within one 
multinational corporation sending goods from a subsidiary to an imperialist country, 43 we 
should toss bourgeois economic theory completely and pay closer attention to politics. While 
the bourgeois propagandists used to attack socialism for administrative pricing, today the 
greatest practice of administrative pricing and planning of production occurs within 
multinational corporations. One estimate puts 50 percent of U.$. imports and 40 percent of 
exports as transfers within companies. 44 

While MIM believes the transfer of value from the Third World is in the trillions of dollars 
each year, it would only take an explanation of $70 billion to wipe out the profits of the top 
fifty industrial companies of the world, which combined had $2.1 trillion in sales in 1990 and 
were equivalent to 39 percent of the U.$. GNP in 1989. 45 Knock off a mere $70 billion in 
profits a year for a few years and global capitalism gets thrown into a loop and maybe 
collapses if the collapse of the 50 companies has a domino effect on the rest of capitalism, 
especially through its banks. Starting from the Marxist side of the analysis, we have our 
difficulties also. We can toss aside commodity fetishism and pay attention to the number of 
workers as is part of our tradition of political economy. Still, we must translate how the labor 
of hundreds of millions will work its way into the imperialist country economies in order to 
understand the class structures of those countries. When we achieve state power we can set 
about improving statistical measurements of all sort and set up institutes for the study of the 
question, but for now we have to use very imperfect information. The difficulties of the 


42 William Greider, One World Ready or Not (NY: Simon & Schuster, 1997), p. 96. 

43 In 1988 in the United States for instance, fully 30 percent of exports and 20 percent of imports involved 
transfer pricing, trade within one company. Other estimate are nearly twice as high. Martin Carnoy, 
"Whither the Nation-State?" in Martin Carnoy, Manuel Castells, Stephen S. Cohen, Fernando Henrique 
Cardoso, The New Global Economy in the Information Age: Reflections on Our Changing 

World (University Park, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1993), p. 45. 

44 William Greider, One World Ready or Not (NY: Simon 8t Schuster, 1997), p. 22. The Clinton 
administration estimates transfer pricing at 40 percent of imports into the United States. See Chapter 7, 
The Economic Report of the President 1997. 

45 Martin Carnoy, Manuel Castells, Stephen S. Cohen, Fernando Henrique Cardoso, The New Global 
Economy in the Information Age: Reflections on Our Changing World, p. 49. 
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capitalist-class in selling its products become our difficulties of analysis when we attempt to 
find out to what degree the capitalists succeed in realizing surplus-value as profit. Shaikh and 
Tonak calculate that the U.$. imperialists only realize 60 percent of the profit possible from 
surplus-value appropriated. 46 The imperialist country economists are not even interested in 
any of these questions, which is apparent above all because their analysis assumes the non¬ 
existence of classes. Hence, it is a big mistake for Marxists to swallow uncritically bourgeois 
statistics on labor productivity and international economics to conclude anything about class 
structure. The bourgeois economists and statisticians never intended their data to be used 
for that purpose. It is imperative that we make a Marxist synthesis for our own use. One 
source of data that we have accessible is the profits that multinational corporations report 
they repatriated from developing countries. This data tends to be available even if badly 
faked, because of the need to report income for taxes and stockholders. Repatriated profits 
from the fixed investments in the Third World are no small matter: “The official figures for 
the export of profits reveal a wide ‘scatter’ of the underdeveloped countries from this 
standpoint: exported profits represent from 2 to 25 percent of the gross domestic product, 
and from 8 to 70 percent of exports.” 47 As an example, Samir Amin details the economy of 
Africa: “For nine countries of West Africa, during the ten years 1960-1970, the outflow of 
profits (92 billion CFA francs, or 10 percent of the gross domestic product) was greater than 
the inflow of private capital together with public aid.” 48 The impact of profits from abroad 
more than doubled between 1950 and 1962 in the United States. By 1964, the Third World 
accounted for 64 percent of profits coming from abroad in the United States. “It may be 
estimated that the revenue which private capital derived from Third World countries came 
to some 14 percent of the profits made by United States companies (excluding finance 


46 Anwar M. Shaikh & E. Ahmet Tonak, Measuring the Wealth of Nations: The Political Economy of 
National Accounts (Cambridge University Press, 1994), p. 59. This is also an important page, because it 
explains why Shaikh and Tonak think they do not have to explain where the huge profits of the 
unproductive sector are. They are wrong, because while there is shuffling of profits back and forth 
between the productive and unproductive sectors, there must be some snapshot of the economy, some 
way of accounting that would show profits a certain 2 or 3 times higher than unproductive sector worker 
compensation. That is not going to happen in the imperialist countries. This would force Shaikh and 
Tonak to admit with Perlo that if the rate of exploitation is the same in the unproductive sector as the 
productive sector, then 5 counts profits realized for the capitalists that are turned right over to workers 
hired under "profits of control," which is another phrase for profits not retained by capitalists but which 
go to unproductive sector workers. However, the concept of "profits of control" while not unfriendly to 
MIM, because we have emphasized the political process of class formation, it does make a mockery of the 
idea of a distinct 5 and i/for the unproductive sector. Hence, although we can concede Shaikh and Tonak 
this means of thinking of (s/v) for unproductive sector workers, in their hands, it quickly proves 
contradictory in use in the actual imperialist countries, unless Shaikh and Tonak are willing to admit the 
MIM analysis. 

47 Samir Amin, Unequal Development: An Essay on the Social Formations of Peripheral Capitalism (NY: 
Monthly Review Press, 1976), p. 247. 

48 Ibid., p. 248. 
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companies) after taxes. Harry Magdoff explains that the data available to him tend to 
undervalue profits derived from abroad.” 49 

Since the bourgeois economists and government agencies do not hand over ready-made 
statistics on the rate of exploitation or the total surplus-value potentially extracted at the 
point-of-production in the Third World, we must make use of other approaches to 
approximate an answer to the calculation of the total surplus-value and its impact on the 
class structure of imperialist countries. Unfortunately, the imperialist country phony Marxists 
would attack MIM for calculating the unrealized surplus-value embodied in the 
manufacturing goods trade. They would say we were wrong to focus on trade as the source 
of surplus-value instead of the mode of production. However, we are not saying that trade is 
the source of surplus-value and profits. No, we are saying it originates with death-squad 
governments’ intervention in the work process that creates super-profits, where there should 
be negotiations between labor spokespeople and multiple buyers. The reason we have to talk 
about trade statistics at all is that the bourgeoisie keeps statistics on that and not on surplus- 
value at the point-of-production. We talk about trade to measure surplus-value, not to point 
to its source. We should all know its source just from looking at the comparative wages 
statistics in manufacturing that show among other things that Chinese workers make 50 
cents an hour. 

Samir Amin has already forcefully rebutted the chauvinist nonsense surrounding “unequal 
exchange”: “All those who, rejecting unequal exchange, rush to raise the cheap argument 
that this is a matter of circulation, not production, either are not acquainted with the thesis 
in question (the root of the matter lies in the different conditions under which labor is 
exploited), or prefer to evade the thorny question of imperialist exploitation.” 50 

Back in 1966, Samir Amin was already pointing to the Third World’s losing 3 percent of its 
product to the First World, just in connection to the measurements he made in unequal 
exchange and leaving out other possible areas of transfer of surplus-value to the First World, 
such as repatriation of profits. 

Altogether, then, if exports from the periphery amount to about $35 billion, their 
value, if the rewards of labor were equivalent to what they are at the center, with the 
same productivity, would be about $57 billion. The hidden transfers of value from 
the periphery to the center, due to the mechanism of unequal exchange, are of the 
order of $22 billion, that is to say, twice the amount of the “aid” and the private 
capital that the periphery receives... 

The imports that the advanced countries of the West receive from the Third World 
represent, it is true, only 2 or 3 percent of their gross internal product... But these 
exports from the underdeveloped countries represent 20 percent of their product, 

49 Pierre Jalee, The Third World in World Economy (NY: Monthly Review Press, 1969), p. 114. 

50 Samir Amin, The Law of Value and Historical Materialism (NY: Monthly Review Press, 1978), p. 62. 
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which was about $150 billion. The hidden transfer of value due to unequal exchange 
is thus of the order of 15 percent of this product, which is far from being negligible 
in relative terms, and is alone sufficient to account for the blocking of the growth of 
the periphery, and the increasing gap between it and the center... It comes to about 
1.5 percent of the center’s product. But this transfer is especially important for the 
giant firms that are its direct beneficiaries. 51 

In 1994, the imports from the Third World into the European Union were 29.7 percent of 
all imports and about 3 percent of the European Union’s economy. 52 Using the proper 
monetization multiplier parameter of 10, we would attribute 30 percent of the European 
Union’s economy to imports from the Third World, and we would have enough surplus- 
value accounted for to explain the huge growth of the unproductive sectors. The increased 
importance of Third World manufacturing also explains the timing of that growth of the 
unproductive sectors. 

A new means of super-exploitation: 

Third World explosion of manufacturing 

Cotnposition of merchandise exports of Third World to industrialized countries 53 


Year 

Primary and processed primary 

Fuel 

Manufactured 

1955 

74.4% 

20.4% 

5.0% 

1970 

51.0% 

33.1% 

15.6% 

1980 

17.7% 

66.4% 

15.2% 

1989 

20.5% 

24.8% 

53.3% 


To look at the same imports from the Third World another way, we can use a different 
parameter in line with the accounting approach of Shaikh and Tonak. While Third World 
exports to the First World are around 3 percent of GNP, they are a much higher portion of 
manufactured goods. In 1990, in the United States the ratio of imports from developing 
countries to value-added in industry within the United States was 11.2%. The figure is 
slightly higher for European imperialism and slightly lower for Japan. 54 In the European 
Union, according to Lawrence, Third World imports were 5.2 percent of the manufactured 

51 Samir Amin, Unequal Development: An Essay on the Social Formations of Peripheral Capitalism (NY: 
Monthly Review Press, 1976), p. 144. 

52 Loukas Tsoukalis, The New European Economy Revisited (Oxford University Press, 1997), p. 221. 

53 Adrian Wood, North-South Trade, Employment and Inequality (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), p. 2. 

54 Robert Z. Lawrence, Single World: Divided Nations [Pans: Brooking Institution Press, 1996), pp. 40-2. 
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goods sold in the unproductive sector in 1992; even though, 40 or 50 percent of those goods 
were priced by transfer pricing and all the goods were produced by labor under highly 
coerced conditions. 

These sorts of figures help us to separate an unequal exchange argument from an argument 
about the transfer of value from the productive sector to the unproductive sector. Such a 
transfer of surplus-value is completely distinct logically-speaking from repatriation of profits 
and discrimination profits. If Third World goods are 10 percent of the goods sold in the 
imperialist countries, then 10 percent of the surplus-value realized in the unproductive sector 
should be attributed to a transfer of value from the Third World productive sector to the 
First World unproductive sector. If we go by goods prices, we will have a number starting at 
5 percent and growing each year. If we start as a ratio to value-added like Lawrence, we will 
start at 10 percent and increase each year after 1990 as Third World manufactured exports 
expand. 55 


55 Lawrence put together his figures to see if there was any reason to believe imperialist country workers 
are being displaced by Third World imports. We have different reasons for making this calculation. We 
choose 10 percent of the unproductive sector's surplus-value as the figure for a combination of the 
following reasons. The trade has exploded since 1990 by growing over 50% to 1994 while U.$. value- 
added in manufacturing went up less than 20% in the same years. Thus, if that pace kept up another four 
or five years, imports from the Third World would be projected to cross 20 percent of value added 
anyway. Since, good prices are double value-added, that would mean imports from the Third World 
would be projected to be 10 percent of all good prices. We suspect Europe probably lags slightly in this 
regard, but in the OECD average, Japan probably made up for it, because over half its imports are now 
Third World. 

Even if our projections are wrong, then there are two other areas to consider for keeping the figure. One 
is the differential (higher) rate of exploitation of Third World labor. The price of the goods imported does 
not reflect their potential for surplus-value realized. To return to our Swiss Army knife example, if traders 
buy them for $1 each from China and sell them for $2, they are getting a 100 percent mark-up. If they buy 
them for $8 from Switzerland but can only sell them for $10, then they are only getting a 25 percent 
mark-up. We think this is likely the case. The margin on trade from China and other Third World countries 
is probably a multiple of the margin on OECD goods imported. 

Finally, there is the question of the stages of production and accounting. The main reason not to use the 
Lawrence figure to calculate a share of surplus-value attributable to the Third World productive sector is 
that inputs (raw materials used) into imperialist production are about equal to the value-added in 
production. Thus, the final prices include not just value-added but the price of the raw materials that went 
into making the goods; hence, what we really want is the ratio of the final price of imports to the final 
price of imperialist country manufactured goods. Making things more difficult is that we do not really 
know where the inputs come from either, except that they are raw agricultural supplies and other raw 
materials from both inside and outside the country. On the balance, though, we favored our first two 
arguments above as sufficient reason to use 10 percent as a conservative estimate of the total mark-up 
realized by the First World unproductive sector on account of Third World imports. 

As in the question of net transfer of labor-years of work from a Third World country to a First World 
country through trade, the question of lost chances for mark-ups in the retail sector are also unequal. Yes, 
exports from the imperialist countries to the Third World also transfer value to the unproductive sectors 
in the Third World. However, because of the differential rate of exploitation allowing for less mark-up of 
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If we assume that those 10 percent of goods were produced under conditions of the same 
rate of exploitation as goods in the First World (including the same ratio of wages to value- 
added), then we can see how much value was transferred to the unproductive sector and 
capitalists by Third World manufactured goods. This method presumes nothing like an 
“unequal exchange” argument and simply treats Third World manufactured goods the same 
way Shaikh and Tonak treat First World manufactured goods - as if the Third World 
manufactured goods really trade on a free market with no transfer pricing, monopsony, state 
intervention or corruption conditions. Shaikh and Tonak argue that value transferred to 
unproductive sector workers can be viewed as a “trading margin” and similar insurance, legal 
etc. margins added in after production of goods. The final purchase price of a good reflects 
all the activities of the unproductive sector added in as cost. By this measure, the U.$. 
surplus-value accounted for by the Third World manufactured goods treated as if they were 
on a free market is over $233 billion in 19 89. 56 Such a sum added to surplus-value accounted 
for from the internal nation productive sector workers ($699 billion) easily accounts for the 
net capital formation in a year and the entire consumption of the top 1 percent that most 
refer to as the capitalist class. 

That leaves a tiny portion of white workers who may be “exploited” by other workers with 
their surplus-value transferred to other white workers. The meaning of such an argument if 
it were made would be that it is a mistake to talk about one working-class in the imperialist 
countries and instead we should talk about a tiny exploited class and a majority oppressor- 
nation petty-bourgeoisie and the transfers of value from the Third World. MIM considers 
that a friendly position. Alternatively, we could stay within a one-working-class view and 
simply hold that its average exploitation rate is negative, which is MIM’s preferred solution. 
In the first case of a small exploited oppressor nation working-class, the problem becomes 
that the larger majority petty-bourgeoisie enjoys essentially the same living standard and 
social conditions, so it will be very difficult for it to exist as a distinct class, not just because 
of its small relative size. 

The reason the above argument is difficult for dogmatists to swallow is that they never- 
conceived that surplus-value ever went to anyone but capitalists. The problem is that even in 
Marx’s day, he believed that the unproductive sector appropriated surplus-value for itself, 
and not just capitalists, and that sector has grown tremendously in the imperialist countries 
in particular where it is not only large but rich. Appropriating surplus-value is the 
quintessence of the capitalist-class, but it is not empirically true that it appropriates all of it, 
so we have to revise our image of the class structure. 


First World goods, and judging from the purchasing power and size of the unproductive sectors (in 
countries where most people are still peasants and workers), there will still be a huge net transfer of 
surplus-value to the imperialist countries by this mechanism. 

56 Anwar M. Shaikh & E. Ahmet Tonak, Measuring the Wealth of Nations: The Political Economy of 
National Accounts (Cambridge University Press, 1994), p. 121. Here we are taking 10 percent of S* listed 
on page 121. 
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As a whole class and on average, just using this very conservative calculation, there is no net 
surplus-value extraction of the oppressor nation working-class by the oppressor nation 
capitalist-class. Of course, a corrected calculation would show that the Third World goods 
are marked up much more in the retail sectors than the other goods, because they start from 
lower relative prices, because the labor is exploited at a rate several times (maybe infinitely if 
the reader agrees with MIM that the oppressor nation worker exploitation rate is 0 or 
negative) higher than the First World labor. We will have to return to that point again later, 
because of the results that Shaikh and Tonak achieve without accounting for international 
transfers of value. 

We can even go a step further in defending some naive proponents of “unequal exchange,” 
who refer to the terms of trade. 57 According to some, the argument about the “terms of 
trade” in which 100 tons of Third World goods exchange for fewer and fewer dollars or 
fewer First World goods each year is an especially bourgeois argument, representing the 
interests of the oppressed nations’ bourgeoisie. Yet, even in a terms of trade argument, it is a 
question of measurement and not qualitative description of the underlying social 
relationships. When the terms of trade decline, it could be due to an increase in the rate of 
exploitation in the Third World or it could be a redivision of monopsony advantages 
between the comprador capitalist of the Third World and the imperialists of the First World. 
As an example, the restoration of capitalism in China weakened the prospects of the 
comprador bourgeoisie of all Third World countries to extract rents from their monopoly of 
administration of the labor-power resources in their countries. So while the political 
administration of the monopoly of labor-power within each Third World country may stay 
the same, the share of the rents going to compradors can decline with an increase in the 
share going to imperialist capital. That same restoration of capitalism in China strengthened 
the prospects of the imperialists to threaten their partners globally with relocation to China. 
Despite this underlying class structure explanation and the possibility of terms of trade 
shifting because relative rates of exploitation shifted and despite the fact that even Perlo 
mentions this method of exploitation, we will not use it in any of our calculations, again as a 
generous concession to our chauvinist critics. 

Subsequent to the time the author of the Marxist version of “unequal exchange” wrote, the 
transfer of value started to occur not just through exotic agricultural goods and raw materials 
but through a vastly expanded set of manufactured exports from Korea, China, Taiwan and 
other places with exploited workers. The expansion of the transfer of value to the First 


57 An advocate of the examination of terms of trade who is not naive wouid be Pierre Jaiee, who showed 
how the Third Worid's terms of trade worsened between 1950 and 1962 in The Pillage of the Third 
World (NY: Monthiy Review Press, 1968), p. 45. Samir Amin aiso found figures that showed the Third 
Worid in 1930 obtained only 60 percent what it used to receive in 1880. However, he aiso argued that it 
could be explained partly by the increased productivity in manufacturing compared with agriculture. 
Samir Amin, Unequal Development: An Essay on the Social Formations of Peripheral Capitalism (NY: 
Monthly Review Press, 1976), pp. 163-4. 
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World has made it possible for the creation of huge parasitic sectors of employment in those 
advanced industrial countries. In the next section we shall examine this issue more closely, 
once again to prove the impossibility of the views of our various critics. 

From this discussion we expect our reader to draw out some questions for further study. 

1) What is the wage differential between oppressor nation workers and oppressed nation 
work and what causes that differential? How much of the differential is politics, military 
oppression and plundered resources and how much comes from oppressed nation workers 
being lazier like the bourgeois economists and pseudo-Marxists opposed to MIM say? 

2) How many industrial and market-sector agricultural workers in the Third World are there 
and how much are they losing to imperialist super-exploitation? 

3) How is it possible for capitalists to hire so many imperialist country workers to be in 
banking, retail and government sectors and still show a profit? The clinching question for 
the class structure will be given what one knows about how much surplus-labor is extracted 
from the Third World, how is it possible for profits to be the size they are relative to salaries 
and wages of oppressor nation workers, unless those oppressor nation workers are 
absorbing a part of that surplus-labor in their salaries? 

We hope to have put some flesh on these questions for our readers, but it is more important 
to remember the questions than the numbers, because if one keeps the questions clear in 
one’s mind, it is always possible to look up the numbers later. 

We shall see at the end of this essay that as in the United States a majority of European 
imperialist country workers can be dismissed as the source of surplus-value just from an 
elementary occupational and labor force statistics breakdown. Then the question arises, does 
the surplus-value arise from the small and highly paid industrial, transport, mining and 
agricultural sectors of the oppressor nations or is it not completely explained by the 
extraction of surplus-value from the Third World and perhaps discrimination against internal 
semi-colony workers? 
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The Class Structure, Labor Productivity 
and the Calculation of the Profit Rate 

MC5 | 22 July 1997 
from Imperialism and Its Class Structure in 1997 


We must carry statistics to the people and make them popular so that the working 
people themselves may gradually learn to understand and see how long and in what 
way it is necessary to work, how much time and in what way one may rest, so that the 
comparison of the business results of the various communes may become a matter of 
general interest and study, and that the most outstanding communes may be 
rewarded immediately (by reducing the working day, raising remuneration, placing a 
larger amount of cultural or aesthetic facilities or values at their disposal, etc.). 

- V. I. Lenin, “Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Government” 

Marx based his idea of v on a free market for labor-power case. To accurately measure s, we 
have to know how much income goes to paying for workers’ necessities of life. Thus the 
question arises, should we use the s and v referring to just imperialist country workers or 
should we include the s and v hired by those same imperialists in other countries. 

Even if we try to restrict s and v to imperialist countries, we have to calculate the living 
standard of workers based on the food, clothes and minerals they obtain from Third World 
countries at cheapened rates. Thus v can go down in the imperialist countries because of 
superexploitation of the Third World that makes food, clothing, cars and gas cheaper than it 
would be otherwise. When the v goes down because of this effect, the new s should be 
attributed to the Third World, not the worker who had his means of life cheapened and 
provided for by Third World workers. That new s is not the result of the speed-up of First 
World workers. 

It also follows that s can be inflated if we naively accept the GNP of imperialist countries as 
produced by imperialist country workers and then subtract v from the GNP to arrive at s. 
Ultimately, because of this problem, MIM no longer refers to a rising inorganic composition 
of capital restricted to the imperialist countries. If we were ignorant of super-exploitation, we 
should have predicted the collapse of imperialist capitalism long ago, strictly based on the 
rising inorganic composition of capital. 

Instead, we have to follow the transfers of value very carefully. 
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1) In the productive sector, the first step is to pay oppressed nation workers 10 times less 
per unit of output. 

2) Next is to administratively transfer that value to the imperialist countries through transfer- 
prices, outright smuggling or price-fixing by imperialist-puppet regimes. Once that value 
arrives in the imperialist countries, then retail margin, insurance, guarding, legal — all the 
various unproductive sector mark-ups occur to appropriate the value. 

3) The final step is that the bourgeois classes and their own purchasing-power reaches such a 
level that they pull along the productive sector workers of the oppressor nation with them. 

In a vicious cycle of loss of value to the imperialist countries (which leads to those 
imperialist countries being richer and having better markets leading to more exports), 
imperialist countries are considered the “best market.” Value reaches the oppressor nation 
productive sector workers that way and one other way. By using Third World agricultural, 
mining and manufactured goods as inputs in industrial production established with their 
phony transfer, monopsony or government/death-squad-set prices, oppressor nation 
workers can appear to be the source of value in a product that actually originated in the 
Third World. 

Even when the imperialist invests in the Third World “instead” of in the imperialist 
countries, it is still possible for the imperialist country worker to appear to have increased 
labor productivity when in fact it was merely an increase in the extensiveness of super¬ 
exploitation in the Third World. The reason this happens is simple — political realities 
including borders with military enforcement. If there were a true free market, we would see a 
flow of capital to the Third World and a corresponding rise in Third World wages. That does 
not happen so clearly, because the imperialists close their own borders to immigration and 
thus eliminate a free market in labor-power while they also back any regime of lackeys with 
military training and weapons so that puppets keep down the wage-rate - often in the name 
of attracting further investment. As long as puppet regimes like that of Marcos in the 
Philippines, Park in Korea or Somoza in Nicaragua were and are in place, capital could and 
does flow to a Third World country with no rise in wages. The “Brazilian miracle” is a 
perfect case in point where export trade did increase as well as internal luxury consumption, 
but the income of the bottom three-quarters in Brazil actually fell in that boom. Meanwhile, 
if the capitalists don’t have enough operations in the imperialist countries themselves to 
create phony jobs, the workers go on pensions or welfare and still live better than super- 
exploited workers of the Third World. In European social-democracy, workers who would 
be receiving low wages relative to imperialist standards receive social benefits instead. Since 
the real game is super-exploitation of the Third World, the Amerikan capitalists do not care 
about that difference and they offer integration with European imperialists. Even without 
working at all, the imperialist country workers can see their living standard increase, thanks 
to super-profits. 
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Hence, political realities prevent the Third World proletariat from getting its due. All it gets 
is death-squad government. Additionally, the imperialist country labor aristocracy gets the 
false impression that its hard work results in a gradual increase in its living standard, maybe 2 
or 3 percent a year. 

If we leave aside the issue of whether capital per worker is the same in the imperialist 
countries and the Third World and whether that capital - unpaid labor - originated in the 
Third World or the imperialist countries, it is still evident even to bourgeois economists now 
that the alleged productivity gap is small compared with the wage gap. According to William 
Greider, Mexican auto workers are 50 percent to 70 percent as efficient as U.S. workers 
(leaving aside capital per worker). Yet, the wages are not 50 to 70 percent as much. The 
wages are only 12 percent to 16 percent as much. Thus the Mexican auto workers receive 
only one quarter or one fifth as much per unit of output, if we leave aside issues such as 
monetization and capital per worker and just accept the bourgeois economists at face-value. 

In Bangladesh, the gap is even larger. Bangladesh workers are better than 50 percent as 
efficient as U.$. shirt-workers, but they receive 3 percent of the pay. That means U.$. 
workers get paid 17 times more per unit output in shirts. 

Again if we leave aside capital per worker and look at what it takes to produce a ton of steel, 
the Brazilian worker is 59 percent as efficient as a U.$. worker, but s/he only receives 10 
percent of the pay. Thus, U.$. workers get paid 6 times more per unit output in steel. 1 

To reinforce the point we made earlier about commodity fetishism and the problem of 
monetization, this means that if we had two countries, and one country had Brazilian steel 
workers that produced 100 tons of steel and the other country had U.$. workers that 
produced 100 tons of steel, the GNP of the first country would be one-sixth that of the 
second country even though both countries produced 100 tons of steel. To be precise using 
Greider’s productivity and wage figures, the Brazilian steel-worker country would have a 
GNP of $742.40 and the U.$. steel-worker country would have a GNP of $4420. (But as 
international cost of living and inflation indices show, this does not result in much lower 
prices in one country and much higher prices in the other country.) What happens is the rich 
country buys the 100 tons of steel from the poor country with the help of a lackey regime. 
The apologists of exploitation known as economists have to write libraries full of material 
overlooking this elementary fact, but we scientists have no intention of going along with 
their nonsense. We use a monetization parameter of 10 that assumes that purchases occur as 
they do in the First World, with multiple buyers, and not with death-squads setting wages. 
We derive this parameter not from trade figures but from looking at the above figures on 
comparative wages and productivities. 


1 William Greider, One World Ready or Not (NY: Simon & Schuster, 1997), pp. 74-5. 
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Next MIM would like to develop at greater length one of the consequences of ignoring the 
existence of the labor aristocracy in the imperialist countries. Trotsky accused Stalin of 
overestimating the possibility for stabilization in the imperialist countries as MIM explained 
in MT 10. Later, Stalin accused Bukharin, the German comrades and the U.$. comrades of 
the same thing. The revisionists see the labor aristocracy thesis as both an “ultra-left” and 
“right opportunist” thesis. To the extent that the labor aristocracy thesis means that we 
believe a smaller portion of the population can get the job of revolution done (leaving out 
the question of outside intervention), the thesis is seen as “ultra-left.” On the other hand, to 
the extent that claims of a broad labor aristocracy mean political stability for imperialism, the 
thesis is seen as “right opportunist” for underestimating the possibility of crisis. 

In actuality, the labor aristocracy thesis forms one dialectical and interconnected whole. In 
the first place, we at MIM believe that the Third World proletariat is the main force of 
revolution, even in the case of the United States and other imperialist countries. It is not that 
we see only a small force necessary for revolution, the way some ultra-leftists talk. 

The key is that the expansion of the labor aristocracy is geographically limited in its ability to 
bring stability to imperialism and furthermore, the more the labor aristocracy expands, the 
more the imperialists are slitting their own throats. The labor aristocracy as it exists in the 
imperialist countries produces no net surplus-value, and most of it produces no surplus- 
value at all. 

Hence, a key Leninist proposition is that the expansion of the labor aristocracy must reach a 
limit set by the surplus-value that can be extracted from genuinely exploited and super- 
exploited workers in the global productive sector. For example, commercial workers cannot 
keep expanding their employment forever, because if everyone works in sales, there is no 
one to produce cheap products enticing to the market. How far along we are in the process 
of exhausting the possibilities for unproductive sector growth is indicated crudely in one 
statistic. An expansion of manufacturing employment by 100 results in the creation of 422 
other jobs, because those 100 newly hired people spend money and generate products that 
end up resulting in the hiring of 422 more people. Expanding personal and business services 
by 100 jobs increases other employment by 147 and 100 new retail jobs only result in 94 
more jobs. 2 While predicting that “Hispanic” employment alone would be 10 percent of all 
employment in the year 2000, the U.S. Government also said that the occupation with the 
single largest growth in total numbers for all workers would be sales. The prediction was an 
increase of 4.5 million sales workers in the last 12 years of the century. From MIM’s 
perspective, such is only possible, because the workers outside the United States are 
increasing their contributions of surplus-value into the U.$. capitalist system. 

The top occupations in terms of percentage growth are health services with the top four 
categories, followed by banking and travel agents, followed by three categories of computers 


2 Ibid., p. 217. 
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and engineering, two categories of government including jailers and one category for 
receptionists. Of these, only the engineers are likely to be productive sector workers. The 
rest are personal consumption services, marketing, administration or security. 3 

It turns out that two radical economists - Anwar M. Shaikh and E. Ahment Tonak - now 
understand a major aspect of the dialectical relationship between stability and crisis. These 
two economists make no attempt to understand the national question in relation to surplus- 
value, because like bourgeois economists taken up with commodity fetishism, they believe it 
is relatively unimportant to the United States, 4 but they grasp the difference between 
productive and unproductive labor. They have shown that the expansion of the proportion 
of unproductive laborers in the United States coincides with a decline in the rate of profit. 

Failure to make the distinction between productive and unproductive labor weakens or 
eliminates Marx's theory of crisis. If all workers are treated as productive sector workers, 
they all produce surplus-value and the basis for imperialism to continue without crisis is 
radically expanded. 

According to Shaikh and Tonak, there is one exception in which the unproductive sector can 
produce profits without underlying help of surplus-value from the productive sector. 
Capitalist merchants who trade with pre-capitalist societies enjoy what they call “profits of 
alienation.” These profits are not connected with the idea of super-profits. These profits 
occur only because the pre-capitalist society is not part of the same market and mode of 
production as the capitalist merchant, and hence production in the pre-capitalist society is 
not governed by the law of value as explained by Marx for capitalism. In such a situation, a 
trader can barter goods with the pre-capitalist society and return to the capitalist country to 
sell exotic goods obtained for more money than it cost to buy the goods given to the pre¬ 
capitalist society. 5 Of course, such profits of alienation raise the question of how long will 
such a situation last. Once the other capitalist merchants find out about this pre-capitalist 
society, they might go to it and offer better terms than the last merchant. It is not hard to 
imagine a capitalist trade sector developing in a pre-capitalist society when there was none 
before. That trade sector would be in the set of goods that are produced by the pre-capitalist 
society that have potential for creating profits of alienation. Such profits should be seen as 
originating in the surplus-value produced by the export sector of the foreign country. Then 
the question arises as to whether it is meaningful to speak of pre-capitalist modes of 
production anymore or whether there is one global capitalist system. From MIM’s point of 
view, while trade may influence a society decisively, as long as there is a landlord or other 
such pre-capitalist class in power, the mode of production will not become fully capitalist 


3 John W. Wright, eel., The Universal Almanac (NY: Andrews & McMeel, 1991), p. 234. 

4 Anwar M. Shaikh & E. Ahmet Tonak, Measuring the Wealth of Nations: The Political Economy of National 
Accounts (Cambridge University Press, 1994), pp. 37, 220-1. There is nothing surpassing the work of the 
Monthly Review Press in evaluating the national guestion in relationship to exploitation. 

5 Ibid., p. 35. 
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and so we should continue to speak of various modes of production, and not one world 
system. The export sector may develop from one fitting “profits of alienation” into one 
governed by the law of value. 

Returning to the topic at hand, MIM would say that “profits of alienation” are proof of 
MIM’s position. To whatever extent profits can be attributed to international transfers from 
Third World countries with semi-feudalism, MIM has proved its point. The Third World is 
also contributing surplus-value through the more conventional means of capitalist 
exploitation and super-exploitation, as in China today. 

MIM not only distinguishes between productive and unproductive labor, but also it 
distinguishes between exploited and non-exploited productive sector workers. According to 
Shaikh and Tonak, we should say that workers that do not produce surplus-value can 
nonetheless be exploited, and this is something MIM has seen in Marx’s writings on 
occasion; hence we will give Shaikh and Tonak the benefit of the doubt on that question. 

The exploitation rate in the unproductive sector case is the profits realized divided by the 
wages paid. The thesis makes sense when one considers that a worker facing the market for 
labor-power would surrender unpaid labor to the capitalist whether in a productive sector or 
unproductive sector job, in the classic case of early and middle-stage capitalism. It has been 
shown that the productive and unproductive sectors influence each other in terms of wages 
which are highly correlated and close together. 6 When the majority is unproductive sector 
and there is no pre-capitalist mode of production to offer up a huge reserve army of 
unemployed and when the borders are closed, however, MIM warns that it is necessary to 
make an additional calculation in connection to the super-profits that enter wages. 

In imperialist countries, production sector workers are beneficiaries of a transfer of value 
from the oppressed countries and produce no net surplus-value once their wages are 
considered. For this reason, we recognize the possibility for a case of workers that Shaikh 
and Tonak speak of, but this case of exploited unproductive labor does not actually occur in 
the empirical world of the oppressor nations of imperialism. Using the definitions of Shaikh 
and Tonak, there is no surplus labor in the day of imperialist country workers, who are petty- 
bourgeoisie receiving the wage-form of pay. Hence, they are not exploited. All of this 
calculation is only possible by a careful examination of the national question and 
international flows of surplus-value. 

Before we go further into these questions, we would like to point out that the failure to 
distinguish a labor aristocracy from the proletariat and the productive and unproductive 
sector workers results in a further disarming against the onslaught of imperialist propaganda. 
According to the latest bourgeois propaganda, “industrial society is more affluent than an 


6 Ibid., p. 119. 
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agricultural society, and a knowledge society is the most affluent of all.” 7 Since the oppressor 
nation workers have increasingly left agriculture and industry, it was inevitable that bourgeois 
propagandists in the oppressor nations would attribute wealth not to parasitism but to being 
“smarter.” Such sugar-coated bullets go over well with the oppressor nation workers who 
need some way to understand the increasing role of the Third World in manufacturing, 
which white-collar propagandist Richard Crawford admits is going to be 30 percent of all 
manufacturing by 2000. 8 We will add that with the Third World doing 30 percent of all 
manufacturing, much more than 30 percent of all surplus-value will come from the Third 
World, probably more than 75 percent. In addition to the fact that the rate of exploitation is 
higher, the sectors of industry that the Third World is dominating are the labor-intensive 
ones like textiles and apparel. 9 

To back the message of competitiveness materially-speaking, the imperialists conduct cross¬ 
country investment. Such investment contributes to the illusion that imperialist country 
labor productivity is rising, when in fact, the only thing rising is the possibility of sharing 
more super-profits extracted from the Third World worker in the guise of “productivity 
gains” of imperialist country workers. The possibility for super-profit sharing increases as the 
imperialists allot a larger quantity of capital per imperialist labor aristocracy worker. 
According to Socialist Action in Montreal and other supposed Maoist organizations and 
most organizations calling themselves “Marxist-Leninist,” MIM is wrong. Oppressor nation 
wages are higher they say, because oppressor nation workers work harder and are better 
educated. 10 A corollary of this argument is that the Third World is relatively unimportant to 
the First World, which could do without it. 11 In its most aggressive form, the “post- 


7 Richard Crawford, In the Era of Human Capital: The Emergency of Talent, Intelligence, and Knowledge as 
the Worldwide Economic Force and What It Means to Managers and Investors (None: HarperBusiness, 
1991), p. 9. 

8 Ibid., p. 20. 

9 United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), Industrial Development: Global Report 
1996 (Oxford University Press, 1996), p. 17. 

10 n the issue of the labor productivity of oppressor nations being higher, Samir Amin and Arghiri 
Emmanuel pointed out that Marx saw wages as the value of labor-power, and those wages were 
unconnected to the productivity of labor-power. Samir Amin, Unequal Development: An Essay on the 
Social Formations of Peripheral Capitalism (NY: Monthly Review Press, 1976), p. 145. This leaves open the 
question of a global wage for the reproduction of labor-power based on internationalist considerations, 
and not one country's capability to live in luxury at the expense of others. 

Even if we grant our critics that wages should cover the costs of educating the workers, it is not a simple 
matter that workers in the oppressor nations pay for their own education. Aside from the brain drain from 
the Third World, there is the matter again of surplus-value flowing from the Third World to the first, thus 
making possible higher levels of education. In any case, it is far from the case that wages in the First 
World are the same as those for the Third World except for a little something extra to cover student loans. 

11 The late Trotskyist economist and leader of the Trotskyists' organization internationally, Ernest Mandel 
said back in 1964 already that the decline of the Third World's relevance would mean that the advanced 
industrial countries were due for crisis. Pierre Jalee correctly refuted this line of argument in The Pillage of 
the Third World [NS'. Monthly Review Press, 1968, p. vii). 33 years later we can see that there was no crisis 
and that the Third World has been an increasingly important source of surplus-value. 
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industrial” or “Information Age” thesis says that not even low wages can save a country and 
make it competitive internationally. According to some economists cited by the proponents 
of the “Information Age” thesis, there is no correlation between low wages and 
competitiveness anymore, because of the role of the white-collar worker in production. 12 
Meanwhile, with MIM’s focus of attack on the low wages in the Third World, Socialist 
Action finds us guilty of an “unequal exchange” argument. 

In this, Socialist Action echoes the oppressor nation bourgeoisie on labor productivity. 
Indeed, this belief is fully congruent with the current mania about the “information society” 
and “human capital” - how supposedly global competition in high-technology makes 
industrialism irrelevant and breathes endless, crisis-free life into capitalism. The contrast 
could not be more clear - those who believe in the relative permanence of capitalism revived 
by high-technology and those who believe the high-technology white-collar workers are 
parasites bringing medium-run political stability at the cost of producing no surplus-value 
and a hastening of profit rate crises. 

One of the typical bourgeois pulp so-called non-fiction books is titled In the Era of Human 
Capital: The Emergency of Talent, Intelligence, and Knowledge as the Worldwide Economic Tone and 
What It Means to Managers and Investors. The capitalist class is busy hiding behind the 
chauvinism of the oppressor nation petty-bourgeoisie. The capitalist class does not mind to 
the extent that it considers itself “talented” and “intelligent.” The white-collar class has an 
increasing array of ideological weapons at its disposal in the mass media. 

Placing itself right at the center of the forward march of history, the white-collar class or 
knowledge class has numerous spokespeople, which can be found claiming: “Knowledge is 
substitutable. It can and does replace land, labor, and capital.” 13 In fact, it is difficult to get at 


Between 1965 and 1995, the Third World share of a much larger export pie grew from 27 percent to 33 
percent. See Chapter 7 of the Economic Report of the President 1997. 

In 1993, some put forward the Mandel thesis in the name of the "Information Age." Despite the addition 
of manufacturing to the Third World export repertoire, four ruling class experts put forward that the Third 
World is breaking up, including into a large part that is irrelevant to the world economy. To their credit, 
they at least argue that the majority may be integrated into the capitalist system. Martin Carnoy, Manuel 
Castells, Stephen S. Cohen, & Fernando Henrique Cardoso, The New Global Economy in the Information 
Aqe: Reflections on Our Chanqinq World (University Park, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University 
Press, 1993), pp. 7, 12. 

12 Martin Carnoy, Manuel Castells, Stephen S. Cohen, Fernando Henrique Cardoso, The New Global 
Economy in the Information Age: Reflections on Our Changing World (University Park, Pennsylvania: 
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1993), p. 21. The article by Cohen argues that "cheap labor countries" 
are not the problem for Europe and Amerika. "The trouble is with Japan, where wage costs no longer 
significantly differ" (p. 146). According to Cohen, the Japanese have taken up "lean production." Their 
breakthrough in the organization of production is as great as the invention of the assembly line itself (pp. 
108-110). Though we are generally critical of Cohen, we should like to commend his work for the 
emphasis on the organization of production and also for recognizing how the view of research science as 
separate from production is holding back technology. Mao held a similar view of how science advances. 

13 Richard Crawford, In the Era of Human Ca/j/fa/fHarperBusiness, 1991), p. 11. 


87 



or nationalize “human capital,” which is supposedly responsible for two-thirds of the 
inequalities in wages and salaries within the United States. 14 

In the first place, we should de-mystify education’s economic role in production. Often it is 
merely a justification for letting some people rule others. In cases where education did result 
in actual improvement of brain-power needed for production, we can still assess who paid 
for that education. The more education a person receives, the more production society 
foregoes while the student is studying. A student may work-study, but then that student is 
still just working or studying that much less. What it takes to get a college education is a 
source of capital. A society with no savings of food, clothing and shelter, a society with no 
surplus, cannot have people go to college. Someone has to shelter, feed and clothe the 
students. In China, since liberation, the government has believed it could not afford to take 
care of more than 1 percent of the people to give them college education. On the other 
hand, the revisionist regime has proved willing to transfer tens of millions of worker-years of 
value to the imperialist countries. So it is fitting to ask, when a country is rich enough to 
send its children to college, where did the capital come from? Why are the oppressor nation 
people rich enough to be able to do so? Imperialist countries are rich enough to send a large 
fraction to college, because they have pillaged the Third World and First Nations. The Third 
World provides the cheap food, raw materials and manufactured goods that allow capital 
accumulation in the imperialist countries which is then applied to college education. With 
that college education, some people patent things and come up with “intellectual property,” 
which the Third World has to pay for to use. Unfortunately, sometimes education under- 
capitalism serves no real purpose except to justify white-collar consumption. 

In this regard we point to a very interesting analysis by Robert Z. Lawrence. According to 
Lawrence, the fall of prices in the goods of industrial sectors coincided with their faster 
growths of the unproductive portion of the labor force. The official thinking of this 
particular OECD and Brooking Institute bourgeois propagandist is that this proves that 
better-educated workers are more productive and efficient thanks to their creative use of 
technology, which is the all-powerful dynamo in the economy. 

Lawrence interprets the fall of prices as proof of competitiveness in this study of U.$. 
industry between 1960 and 1990. 15 However, looking at the same facts, MIM concluded that 
prices fell because with a higher portion of unproductive sector workers, there was a fall in 


14 Assar Lindbeck, The Political Economy of the New Left: An Outsider's l//ew(NY: Harper & Row, 1971), p. 
58. A much lower estimate of human capital combined with public investment accounted for one-third of 
inequality within Europe. Tsoukaiis, The New European Economy Revisited (Oxford University Press, 1997), 
p. 204. 

As MIM discusses here, we are more interested in global inequality, but the inequality arising within the 
United States in the 1960s and 1970s can be traced to the growth of parasitic sectors made possible by 
value transfers from the Third World. 

15 Robert Z. Lawrence, Single World, Divided Nations (Paris: Brooking Institution Press, 1996), p. 56. 
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the transfer of value to commodities by imperialist country workers and an increase from 
oppressed nation workers. The critics of MIM would have to side with Lawrence - who 
holds there is no danger to capitalism. According to the Lawrence-type of view, the 
imperialist country workers just have to see to it that they obtain college education, as 
Clinton also says, even if that means obtaining political concessions from the government or 
ruling class to do so. 

Price competition in connection to technology only sustains the life of the capitalist system if 
it results in the increased production of surplus-labor by the increased hiring of productive 
sector workers - if not in the United States, then in the Third World. Alternatively, if price 
competition lowers the price of the necessities of life, then wages may decline and surplus- 
labor may increase. As we have pointed out in section C2 above, the evidence is that the 
imperialist countries are placing no emphasis on smashing pre-capitalist modes of 
production and drawing more workers into productive labor, but that did not stop the 
communist-led movements from achieving that effect. The restoration of capitalism in 
China does mean a huge new source of surplus-value added into the imperialist system. 
According to Marxism, even if it occurs only after full employment of the whole world, 16 
there is a limit to surplus-value extraction under capitalism thanks to intra-capitalist 
competition and class struggle. For this same reason, the hiring of labor aristocrats cannot go 
on forever, contrary to the revisionists and imperialists. 


Sidebar: "Star Trek Capitalism" and taking chances with life 

Marx taught us to pay attention to the following ratio: s/(c+v). Here we would like to 
exaggerate and push the limits of this ratio to understand dynamics of capitalism and the 
propaganda claims of the “Information Age.” Suppose we accept the capitalists and 
imperialist-economists in our own movement at face-value. Suppose that technology allows 
for continuous advance and that capitalists are able to create the equivalent of the 
“replicators” in Star Trek, in which a person goes to the machine, asks for any food or 
commodity item and the machine produces it immediately. The only resource necessary is 
energy which of course involves a litde mining, but nothing compared with today. Star Trek 
is premised on what Marx called “superabundance,” and even in Star Trek II with Captain 
Picard replacing Kirk, we receive monologues on how civilization long ago left behind 


16 "The requirements of accumulating capital may exceed the increase of labour-power or of the number 
of labourers; the demand for labourers may exceed the supply, and, therefore, wages may rise. This must, 
indeed, ultimately be the case if the conditions supposed above continue. For since in each year more 
labourers are employed than in its predecessor, sooner or later a point must be reached, at which the 
requirements of accumulation begin to surpass the customary supply of labour, and, therefore, a rise of 
wages takes place." Karl Marx, Capital, Vol 1, (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1954), p. 575. According to 
Marx, it was possible for labour to become an obstacle to accumulation with its wage demands, but after 
a period when capital did not replenish itself and expand, wages would go down (p. 580). 
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conflicts over food and property. Indeed, the Ferengi are viewed as a crude species of 
another era in their pursuit of profit. Nonetheless, imagine that somehow the system of 
capitalism continued after the invention of replicators and virtually free energy. 

In the situation where there is a replicator that creates all food and commodities like guitars 
that one could ask for, v declines to virtually zero. The capitalists and their propagandists 
would say there is an increase in productivity. With v at zero or virtually zero, the capitalists 
can handle workers’ wants at zero cost or wages. There is no higher “productivity” possible. 
Meanwhile, x becomes the entirety of the working day. Whatever the worker produces goes 
to surplus, surplus-value in the situation of capitalism with Star Trek replicators. The limit on 
x is simply the number of people and the hours in the day. It is important to note, however, 
that x does have an upper limit and can only grow with the growth in the population or the 
speed at which it works. 17 

Meanwhile, c is the problem for the capitalist. C is fixed capital and there is no limit to how 
much it can accumulate within the bounds of this infinite universe. Hence, s/(c + v) tends to 
approach zero, because x is finite, v is zero and c continues to grow. This indicates a profit 
rate crisis. The only possible way out is for annual accumulation to be less than or equal to 
the population growth rate (of laborers). All available evidence for the advanced industrial 
countries since 1820 shows that the accumulation of fixed nonresidential capital stock or c 
has always progressed at a pace faster than the growth of population. As examples, the per 
capita growth rate of rin France, Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom 
and the United States was 3.9%, 3.3%, 6.0%, 2.2%, 3.0% and 2.2% respectively. 18 Without 
considering the possibility of superexploiting workers abroad, Angus Maddison has 
concluded that the United States risks its profit rate by future accumulation. That means 
capital can only grow 2 or 3 percent a year or less if that is the population growth rate or if 
there is no population growth, 19 then capitalism faces the worst crisis imaginable for it in a 
total or full-employment situation:^ is in effect given away or lost. 


17 5today is further limited in that over half the workers in the imperialist countries are unproductive and 
produce no s, but we assume here that all the workers produce surplus-value. Of course then there are 
the children, retired and others unable to work who would also be deducted from the portion of the 
population that contributes to s, so we assume that none of these people exist either. We also have 
granted the capitalist system the assumption that it can create "full employment," in order to grant it the 
most favorable conditions possible for the examination of s/(c + v) and capitalism's self-image. In other 
words, in looking at this situation, we have granted capitalism every possible favorable assumption for its 
high-tech life and still we can see its dynamics of crisis. 

For a further discussion of "full employment" tendencies of capitalism, see Samir Amin, Unequal 
Development (NY: Monthly Review Press, 1976), pp. 74-5. 

18 Angus Maddison, "Explaining the Economic Performance of Nations," in William J. Baumol, Richard R. 
Nelson & Edward N. Wolff, eds., Convergence of Productivity (Oxford University Press, 1994), p. 48. 

19 Economists claim that the number of people who want to work in the developing countries increases 2 
percent a year right now. Malcolm Gillis, Dwight Perkins, Michael Roemer & Donald Snodgrass, Economics 
of Development, 3rd ed. (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1992), p. 187. We suspect that on a one-time 
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(In practice, the central banks will use taxpayer money to subsidize private banks before they 
allow this to occur. In 1949, 1971, 1975, 1976 and 1977 20 in the United States and in recent 
years in Japan, the central banks gave out loans at negative interest rates to get the economy 
going again. Other radical steps historically have meant war.) 

C keeps growing: Total stock of Gross Non-Residential Fixed Capital 1990 constant dollars 
(which means adjusted for inflation), trillions of dollars 


YEAR 

U$A 

Japan 

“UK” 

1913 

1.70 

0.06 

0.19 

1950 

3.55 

0.28 

0.28 

1973 

7.44 

2.09 

0.89 

1992 

13.38 

7.30 

1.65 


As environmentalists, we need to understand Marx’s insight here, because what it means is 
that one way capitalism can restore the profit rate is by destroying individual capitalists’ c, 
which concretely means driving them out of business and thereby reducing the world stock 
of c. This of course is what happens, and nowhere in the world more clearly than in Japan 
which has the most advanced technology in many areas of manufacturing. To stay in 
business some capitalists must cause other capitalists to take a loss. That means those 
capitalists must suddenly find themselves owning a worthless plant, worthless because there 
is no way to produce commodities at a competitive price using that plant. From an 
environmental perspective, this means wasted efforts are intrinsic to capitalism. Industrial 
plants and other fixed capital will be built with all the environmental costs that entails, and 
then they will be rendered useless, sometimes the day they are finished being built. 

When a number of capitalists are more or less in the same boat, they have another means of 
knocking the c out of competitors’ hands and driving up the profit rate. They can go to war 
and destroy the c of other countries’ capitalists. This will also have the effect of restoring the 
profit rate. 


basis the labor supply for capitalism could grow much faster with the liberation of wimmin and extraction 
of peasants out of semi-feudalism. This possibility which communists have to organize also has the effect 
of extending the life of capitalism by increasing sources of surplus-value. On the other hand, the sooner 
the world reaches that point, the sooner it can go on to socialism. 

20 Lester C. Thurow, Zero Sum Solution: An Economic and Political Agenda for the 1980s (NY: Simon & 
Schuster, 1985), pp. 325, 329. 
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The other alternative is for capitalists to give away their c if that is possible, which in the case 
of industrial plants, often makes no sense. Of course, when we have reached that stage 
where capitalists have to give their things away, even they realize that the logic of capitalism 
has destroyed capitalism itself. 

Whether through war or driving people out of business, capitalism will necessarily produce 
environmental degradation until that day when fixed capital can be produced with no 
negative environmental consequences, which seems unlikely in the foreseeable future, 
especially under capitalism. Knowing what pollution is and what causes it requires science, 
and that is not the same thing as “consumer is King.” 

It is important to keep in mind the exaggerated case above in looking at s/(c + v), as an 
example of a full-employment crisis. Should capitalism survive to its very last moment of 
logically possible life, the whole planet will have full employment, contrary to the usual 
scenario of crisis. In addition, if the humyn species continues to be befuddled by bourgeois 
ideology, there will be only one capitalist left who owns all the means of production. At such 
a time, the system is necessarily state capitalism. We find it unlikely that the population 
would find it necessary to have a capitalist anymore, once the capitalist class gets whittled 
down to such a degree. Even in such a situation, the workers may realize they do not need 
the capitalists anymore, but they might also decide to let some of their lot divide the loot of 
the one capitalist and start the process of class formation all over again in a war involving the 
destruction of c. If enough c is destroyed, it will again be possible to start various businesses 
running a profit. Unfortunately, strictly logically-speaking, this nightmare system of 
destruction can go on forever, if the proletariat never makes the leap to communist 
consciousness. 

On the other hand, as dialectics would have it, the odds of the species having the time to go 
on forever in this system that periodically destroys c while weapons of mass destruction are 
conceivable, are not good. If the disharmonies of capitalism permit a one percent chance 
annually of mass destruction through war or environmental disaster, we can say that the 
species will be doomed in rather short order. After 50 years of playing one bullet in one 
hundred chambers Russian Roulette, the probability of survival is only (.99) to the 50th 
power or .605, a little over 60 percent. There is only a 36.6 percent chance of surviving such 
Russian Roulette after 100 years. After 200 years, there is only a 13.4 percent chance of 
surviving 1 bullet out of 100 chambers Russian Roulette. Of course, if the actual probability 
of total nuclear/environmental disaster in a year is five percent annually, then after 50 years, 
there is only a 7.7 percent chance of survival. For these reasons, we must be absolutely sure 
of eliminating the causes of militarism and environmental degradation. We must study these 
questions with utmost scientific urgency. MIM believes that the most harmonious humyn 
societies yet seen are those of the “primitive communists” also known as indigenous peoples 
or First Nations. These societies have in many cases sustained life without war or murder. 
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If we look at the classes in imperialist society, we see that in everyday life the lumpen- 
proletariat is willing to chance being arrested, usually over petty theft or smoking pot. Yet, 
even worse is the petty-bourgeoisie and bourgeoisie that will spend a lifetime’s savings and 
spend hours commuting each week to move to the suburbs to decrease the likelihood of 
crime. One in ten thousand die from street crime each year. Meanwhile, ask the same classes 
of people to put in an equal effort to building a harmonious society and they reply it is 
“impossible” or they “don’t have time.” 

In all of the above, we have assumed that with the advent of replicators, all workers 
somehow stayed in “productive sector” employment. Yet the question arises, why would 
they be productive sector workers? Why would not everyone become an artist or space 
explorer or pursue some other dream if the daily needs are taken care of by replicators and 
virtually free energy? Would there be a class of people with military force able to force 
people to work under those conditions? If not, we have asked the question of classless 
society, and we must remember that in classless society, there is also no proletariat. The 
proletariat will have to dominate until that time, if we are to survive as a species, but when 
classless society arises, it will be a qualitatively new thing, neither proletarian nor parasitic. 


While the imperialists can ratchet up the class struggle with the proletariat, they have no 
chance of eliminating all the consequences of intra-capitalist competition, even as the finance 
capitalists have eliminated borders amongst themselves. The ratio of fixed capital to 
productive sector employment continues to rise. Once all the workers of the Third World 
are brought on-line, capitalism will have no wriggle room, because s and v won’t be able to 
increase anymore without speed-up. 

In fact, in bourgeois economics, there is a crude measure called the capital to output ratio. 
The bourgeois measure of “output” counts all kinds of garbage like soldier, private security 
guard and financial trader services. Nonetheless, even this statistic much revered by 
bourgeois economists shows that the rise of the fraction of workers in nonproductive 
employment or white-collar work has coincided with a rise of the capital/output ratio in the 
imperialist countries. It is about the closest thing to a declining rate of profit that the 
bourgeois economists will consider systematically. 

Although Lawrence is one of those rare bourgeois social scientists who can contribute to 
scientific discussion, even he tends to assume that capitalists are always right, and at a 
system-wide level. “The fact that manufacturers are using more skilled labor despite its 
relatively higher price strongly supports the hypothesis that technological change in 
manufacturing played a role in the wage change.” 21 In contrast, MIM sees the manufacturers 


21 Robert Z. Lawrence, Single World, Divided Nations (Paris: Brooking Institution Press, 1996), p. 58. 
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as political hostages of their own parasitic system. All the miraculous claims for white-collar 
employment and capitalism’s vitality are belied by the capital-output ratio data of these same 
bourgeois social scientists. 


Ratio of Gross Nonresidential Fixed Capital Stock to GDP 
(at 1985 U.S. relative prices) 22 


Country 

1950 

1973 

1989 

France 

1.64 

1.73 

2.38 

Germany 

2.24 

2.44 

3.01 

Japan 

1.85 

1.82 

2.87 

Netherlands 

2.44 

2.36 

2.70 

United Kingdom 

1.06 

1.69 

2.01 

United States 

2.26 

2.06 

2.24 


If it were true that technological skills could be the key to the ongoing victory of capitalism, 
then we should expect to see that as more white-collar workers are hired, the capital/output 
ratio should decline, because white-collar workers or skilled workers will make better or 
“smarter” use of capital than the old-fashioned productive sector workers of a previous 
industrial era. In point of fact, the capital-output ratio in the imperialist countries reveals 
what MIM has been saying: there is a tremendous growth of parasitic strata accompanied by 
pressure on the profit rate. The only thing keeping capitalism afloat is the injection of 
surplus-value into the system, especially from East Asia. At this time, while still less than 5 
percent, thanks to improper monetization, the share of the Third World’s manufactured 
goods in First World consumption is rising. 23 The question is how much longer will the 
capitalist system hang on thanks to the momentum it received from the communist 
movement’s attack on pre-capitalist formations. By renting out Chinese workers to 
capitalism, Hua Guofeng and Deng Xiaoping may have bought the capitalist system 100 
years of breathing room. 


22 Angus Maddison, "Explaining the Economic Performance of Nations, 1820-1989," in Convergence of 
Productivity: Cross-National Studies and Historical Evidence, William J. Baumol, Richard R. Nelson and 
Edward N. Wolff, eds. (Oxford University Press, 1994), p. 47. 

23 Robert Z. Lawrence, Single World, Divided Nations (Paris: Brooking Institution Press, 1996), p. 13. 
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The idea that science will save capitalism was already around in the 1960s. Reviewing the 
data of the first half of the century, Third World economist Samir Amin showed that the 
capital-output ratio declined in the “United Kingdom” and the United States. 24 He attributed 
the decline to science, and added that by way of contrast “in the underdeveloped countries, 
where industrial accumulation of the classical type is still going on, the capital-output ratio 
tends to get heavier, whereas in the advanced countries it is getting lighter.” 25 The fact that 
since that time the trend Amin saw has reversed shows that there is a limit to what the 
information society can achieve with “human capital.” 

Once we recall Marx’s distinction between productive and unproductive labor, we are forced 
to make some choices. In the simplest breakdown of the employment of the OECD 
countries, 25 percent of workers were in agriculture and 36 percent in industry in 1950, but 
by 1987, 64 percent were in services, with 6 percent in agriculture and 30 percent in 
industry. 26 In 1994, in the United States 34.9 percent of workers in manufacturing were not 
production workers, 27 which means they were white-collar. Since the same is likely true in 
the rest of the OECD at least to some degree, the ratio of productive sector workers to 
unproductive workers is over-stated in the table below. 


24 Samir Amin, Unequal Development: An Essay on the Social Formations of Peripheral Capitalism (NY: 
Monthly Review Press, 1976), p. 166. 

25 Ibid., p. 167. 

26 Angus Maddison, "Explaining the Economic Performance of Nations," p. 48. Countless others have 
written about this shift from productive to unproductive labor already. Especially relevant is Harry 
Braverman, Labor and Monopoly Capital: The Degradation of Work in the Twentieth Century (NY: Monthly 
Review Press, 1974), pp. 254-5. 

27 Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996, p. 732. The 34.9 percent that is white-collar received half 
of manufacturing employee compensation in 1992. See p. 740. 


95 



The trend to parasitic occupations in imperialism continues up to present: 
Employment by sector in 1980 and 1993 28 



Agriculture 


Industry 


Services 


Country 

1980 

1993 

1980 

1993 

1980 

1993 

U$A 

4% 

3% 

29% 

23% 

67% 

74% 

Australia 

6% 

5% 

29% 

22% 

65% 

72% 

Canada 

5% 

4% 

27% 

21% 

67% 

75% 

France 

9% 

5% 

35% 

27% 

56% 

68% 

Germany 

5% 

3% 

43% 

36% 

52% 

61% 

Italy 

14% 

8% 

38% 

33% 

48% 

59% 

Japan 

10% 

6% 

35% 

34% 

55% 

60% 

Netherlands 

5% 

4% 

30% 

24% 

65% 

72% 

Sweden 

6% 

4% 

32% 

25% 

63% 

72% 

United Kingdom 

3% 

2% 

36% 

26% 

61% 

72% 


Somehow we must explain the radical growth of unproductive labor sectors in the oppressor- 
nations so that they are now about 75 percent of the workers and more than 80 percent of 
the oppressor nation workers, while the combined agriculture and industry employment in 
Asia remains at 75 percent. One answer is that a new form of the transfer of value occurred 
through manufactured exports from the South to the North. 70 percent of the growth in the 
1960 to 1990 exports of the Third World occurred in the 1980s. 29 Another answer is 
Lawrence’s argument above which we have rebutted by the statistics concerning the 
capital/output ratio. Lawrence’s argument like that of the bourgeoisie generally is to toss 
Marx’s theory of surplus-value, because the whole idea is wrong as well as the purported 


28 Ibid., p. 843. 1980 figures for Germany are only for West Germany. 

29 Adrian Wood, North-South Trade, Employment and Inequality {Oxford'. Clarendon Press, 1994), p. 11. Of 
course, this shift to manufactured goods is a step up from just exporting agricultural and other raw 
materials. We believe that to be a redeeming factor. 
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relationship between the productive and unproductive sectors. If we reject Lawrence’s 
argument and we reject MIM’s thesis (and Lenin’s) that the surplus-value mainly comes from 
the Third World and it has grown over time, then we must put forward that the 
manufacturing sector in the advanced industrial countries is exploited to such a degree as to 
make possible the employment of a larger and larger unproductive sector. It is to this 
argument over the comparison of the rates of exploitation in the Third World and First 
World and the two sectors within the First World that we now must turn. 

The MIM head lock on its chauvinist critics 

MIM’s whole analysis can be questioned at several points, but if we seriously entertain our 
critics’ arguments, we find that they are contradictory and impossible. MIM holds two 
related theses: 

1) A tremendous transfer of surplus-value from the Third World. 

2) No net surplus-value from the productive sector of the advanced industrial countries. 
There are only two possible answers our critics can give: 

1) Drop Marx’s theory of surplus-value, with the attendant consequences of dropping Marx’s 
theory of crisis and join up with the likes of Lawrence. 

2) The surplus-value comes from the productive sector in the United States, Japan, England 
etc., but we have to make some adjustments in our argument. 

If our critics drop Marxism, we are pleased and have no more to say beyond what we have 
said to the open bourgeois critics in this essay. They can go back and refute the capital- 
output ratio statistics. If our critics argue as Paul Cockshott does that productive sector 
workers in the advanced industrial countries produce surplus-value sufficient to support the 
more numerous unproductive workers and bourgeoisie, our answer is more complicated. 

If our critics reject our arguments measuring the huge transfer of surplus-value from the 
Third World, they are left with a question: How did the unproductive sector of the advanced 
industrial countries grow to 75 percent of all employees? The bottom line is that if we 
assume as Shaikh and Tonak do that unproductive and productive sector workers have the 
same rate of exploitation and use the same capital per worker, then it is not possible for the 
unproductive sector to be larger than the productive sector. The profits generated by the 
unproductive sector have to come from surplus-value in the productive sector. That means 
the productive sector must generate surplus-value for profits in its own sector and whatever 
surplus-value is left-over can be pursued by workers in the unproductive sector. Thus, the 
unproductive sector has to be smaller than the productive sector. However, let us drop this 
particular theoretical argument and see where the facts lead us anyway. 
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To support the contention that productive sector workers are creating the surplus-value for 
the unproductive sectors, which also receive wages and income equal to or higher than that 
of the productive sector workers, we must presume a rate of exploitation (s/v) large enough 
to support that. We must recall at the turn of the century this was not a difficult problem, 
because in the imperialist countries, the majority of people were farmers, manufacturing 
sector or other productive sector workers. With the almost complete elimination of the 
farming sector and some shrinkage in the proportion (not absolute size) of the population in 
industry, this question arises - where does the surplus-value come from for this vastly 
expanded unproductive sector? Numerous authors argue that the rate of surplus-value 
extraction or rate of exploitation (s/v) of productive sector workers in the United States has 
gone up and up, now to exceed 2 or even 3 in Perlo’s argument. 30 

Below would be some typical statistics used by those who believe the productive sector is 
increasingly exploited within imperialist countries. The same story could be told in all the 
imperialist countries. However, one reason output seems to rise could be that more value is 
being transferred through the use of inputs from the Third World and just not realized until 
after the value-added stage in the imperialist countries, because of phony pricing of the 
inputs. 

How miraculous are the productive sector workers? Value-added in U.$. manufacturing 1 


Year 

Per production worker hour 

Per dollar of workers’ wages 

1972 

$13.26 

[$3.34 

1982 

[$35.06 

[$4.02 

1992 

[$60.56 

[$5.07 

1994 

[$65.14 

[$5.25 


We find it humorous that in the camp denying a decisive international transfer of value to 
imperialism, there are those fulminating against Bowles, Gordon and Weisskopf for talking 
about a labor productivity slow-down and wage squeeze on profits. The social-democrats are 
simply counting the unproductive sector workers as regular working-class, so if we do that, it 
is impossible to deny a slow-down in labor productivity. In contrast, Perlo, Shaikh and 
Tonak use the productive versus unproductive distinction to make a fairly meaningless 
criticism, unless their intention is to advocate that the capitalists hire more productive sector 


30 Victor Perlo comes up with an increasing rate of exploitation of U.$. productive sector workers, ranging 
from about 1.5 in 1925 to 3.02 in 1984. Victor Perlo, Super Profits and Crises, p. 43. 

31 Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996, p. 732. 
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workers to reduce the profit crisis and wage squeeze! Though our methods are closer to 
those ofPerlo, 32 Shaikh and Tonak, it is a matter of what questions are to be asked and 
answered. Those who always speak of the unity of the working class including all the 
supposedly exploited unproductive sector workers have no right to criticize Weisskopf, who 
went the furthest in saying workers squeezed the capitalists too hard. He is only speaking of 
the working-class as a whole! Poulantzas tried to tell all these folks that unproductive sector 
workers were a new kind of petty-bourgeoisie, but they consciously rejected that argument, 
so they are stuck arguing there is one united working-class, so how Perlo, Shaikh and Tonak 
can be criticizing Bowles, Gordon and Weisskopf is beyond us. We at MIM believe the 
workers they treat equally with productive sector workers are obvious parasites. 

Furthermore, we believe the productive sector workers are net parasites too, but those who 
do not make this distinction cannot criticize Weisskopf, who is merely the most extreme of 
the bunch holding the one-working-class view. 

We will point to two more difficulties for the view heroizing First World productive sector 
workers: 

1) If the rate of exploitation is 2.5 in the imperialist countries, it might be 25 in the Third 
World. Since the critics we are dealing with in this particular case deny the value is 
transferred to the imperialist countries, we have to find signs of this wealth in the Third 
World. This leaves us with the problem of explaining where all the wealth from all this 
exploitation is as Lawrence already pointed out above. The capitalist class of the Third 
World would have to dwarf the capitalist class of the imperialist countries. We have to 
explain both the surplus-value coming from imperialist country and Third World workers 
and that surplus-value has to be monumental if imperialist country workers are really 
exploited. 

2) Even excluding the Third World completely as the chauvinist critics of MIM are apt to 
do, the critics are in another bind. If the rate of exploitation is 2.5, then the workers in the 
unproductive sector are assisting the capitalists in realizing profits 2.5 times their salaries. 
Where the hell are all these profits? Where is the data showing profits 2.5 times 
compensation of oppressor nation unproductive sector employees? 

At this point, we apologize to our readers for following through a calculation flawed from its 
inception but parallel to something like what our critics think. In essence, we can logically 
explain how the productive workers produce the commodities for a population three times 
its size, but we cannot explain how that is possible at the same time that unproductive sector 
workers generate profits 2.5 times their compensation. Thus we must drop the assumption 
that the rate of exploitation is the same in the two sectors. Since the wages and necessary 
means of subsistence have been shown to be about the same in the two sectors under 
imperialism, for this to be a consistent argument, we must assume that capital per worker in 


32 Victor Perlo, Super Profits and Crises, p. 132. 
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the unproductive sector is less. In this way, the exploitation rate can be lower in the 
unproductive sector and the capitalists in that sector can still make the same rate of profit as 
the capitalists in the productive sector. 

When there is a large unproductive sector, we can drop the assumption that Shaikh and 
Tonak make that the rate of exploitation is the same in both the productive and 
unproductive sectors. 33 But how much flexibility does this buy us? After all the market for 
labor-power allows for an unproductive sector worker one day to be a productive sector 
worker another day. For this reason, there has always been a high correlation of the incomes 
of unproductive and productive sector workers. For the relaxation of this assumption to 
really buy us anything, we have to presume a permanent difference in the intensity of capital 
utilization in the productive and unproductive sectors. If workers in the two sectors both use 
the same quantity of capital on average, the rate of exploitation has to be the same in the two 
sectors or one set of capitalists would be enjoying a higher profit rate than the other. For 
unproductive sector workers to be exploited at a much lower rate than productive sector 
workers, they must use much less capital per worker or profit rates would be unequal. 

According to radical economist Daniel Fusfeld and others like him, the service sector is not 
conducive to capital-intensive investment. Large capital investments will not bring about 
great leaps in labor productivity. The growth of productivity in the good-producing sector 
has made it possible for three-quarters to be employed in services while still having goods 
enough for all. According to Fusfeld, the percentage of goods in total sales in the United 
States has not changed while the percentage of services employment exceeded 75 percent. 34 
55.3 percent of sales were in goods in 1985 compared with 44.7 percent in services. 35 


33 Anwar M. Shaikh & E. Ahmet Tonak, Measuring the Wealth of Nations: The Political Economy of 
National Accounts (Cambridge University Press, 1994), p. 88. They believe it has been proved that the rate 
of exploitation is the same in the two sectors, within 10 percent of each other since World War II. 

34 Backing Fusfeld, the U.S. Government says that as of 1995, 79.3 percent of employment is service 
employment. A real nuts and bolts calculation would move transport services and public utilities which is 
5.3 percent of employment over to the goods-producing sector to come up with the unproductive sector 
at 74 percent, but then by various estimates a third or a half of the goods sector would be taken out 
again to remove white-collar workers from the productive sector. Hence, the unproductive sector is over 
80 percent, and outnumbers the productive sector by over 4:1. Statistical Abstract of the United States 
1996, p. 417. 

35 Daniel R. Fusfeld, Economics ,3rd ed. (Scott, Foresman and Company, 1988), pp. 526-7. 
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Share of goods production in Gross Domestic Product in 1980 unless otherwise indicated 36 


Denmark 

1977 

37% 

Sweden 


41% 

Canada 


42% 

Netherlands 

1978 

43% 

United Kingdom 


44% 

United States 

1979 

46% 

Belgium 


48% 

Australia 


50% 

Austria 


50% 

Greece 


50% 

Spain 

1978 

50% 

Japan 


54% 

Italy 


55% 

West Germany 


56% 


In 1995, if we include building structures with goods, then goods were still 46 percent of the 
gross domestic product in the United States. 37 Somehow service employment is increasing 
while the overall economy remains anchored in goods sales. This idea is compatible with 
either a larger transfer of value from the Third World or an increase in exploitation of 
productive sector workers in the United States. Fusfeld’s observation points to different 
capital intensities in the productive and unproductive sectors. 


36 Victor Perlo, Super Profits and Crises, p. 291. 

37 Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996, p. 445. 
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One observer has suggested that white-collar workers use one-tenth as much capital per 
worker as factory workers do. The trend may be toward more investment in office-workers; 
although, it is a contradictory trend as the price of computers continues to go down. 

Between 1970 and 1985, the share of business investment that went to computers went from 
two percent to 19 percent. 38 This would tend to say that the 10 to 1 ratio if it is true, will not 
be true much longer. The reason is that computers in the 1980s would attract investment, 
especially as they increased in their efficiency. Perhaps, for this reason, the average 
incremental capital-output ratio improved in Japan and the United States between the years 
1970-1981 compared with 1978 to 1987. 39 The incremental capital-output ratio shows how 
much output a new investment generates per dollar. Later we will point to evidence that it is 
not computers causing this incremental capital-output ratio. 

We believe we should attach more weight to the combined data of the U.S. Government and 
Angus Maddison which implies a different story of capital at each worker’s disposal. 1992 
figures show $1.12 trillion in assets for use by 18.2 million manufacturing workers. That 
comes to $66,600 in assets per employee, of which over 79 percent is machinery. 40 However, 
if this is true, and the figures from Angus Maddison are also true, in 1992, that still leaves us 
with $3.83 trillion in machinery 41 to spread out over the other 100 million workers, roughly 
$38,000 in machinery per worker compared with $48,000 per worker in manufacturing. 
However, in manufacturing, the capitalist also has to arrange for another $86,300 per worker 
in materials to use for inputs in production. How long capitalists get stuck hanging onto the 
inputs of production before they are sold in the form of products is a difficult question, but 
there is no way to justify seeing a capital intensity more than 4 times higher in industry 
compared with the rest of the economy. In fact, once we have accounted for non-residential 
structures that capitalists have to invest in, that ratio could be back to 1:1 and then we would 
be back to Shaikh and Tonak’s thesis that the rate of exploitation has to be the same in the 
productive and unproductive sectors. 


38 Richard Crawford, In the Era of Human Capital, pp. 38, 106. 

39 Malcolm Gillis, Dwight Perkins, Michael Roemer 8i Donald Snodgrass Economics of Development, 3rd 
ed. (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1992), p. 47. One problem with these figures is that they do cover the 
subject of growth in output counting security guards, lawyers and speculators, but they are calculated "by 
dividing the average share of gross domestic investment in gross domestic product by the rate of growth 
in gross domestic product." If we assume that investment is subject to diminishing returns, then a 
superior capital-output ratio of this sort could arise simply from a cutback in the fraction of investment 
relative to output. Thus from year to year, the effect measured by a decline in this capital-output ratio 
could arise because of the diminishing returns aspect or because adding $1000 in computers does much 
better this year than the year last measured. In the first case, the workers have computers coming out 
their ears and cannot do anything with them so capital-output rises because of a cutback in investment 
and in the second case, the workers can really use the superior computers to their fullest extent. 

40 Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996, p. 732. 

41 In 1990 constant dollars, thus slightly understated relative to U.S. Government numbers. Angus 
Maddison, Monitoring the World Economy 1820-1992 (Paris: OECD, 1995), p. 254. 
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The reason that the unproductive sector workers may actually use more capital per worker 
than productive sector workers is strictiy that their buildings cost more. Lawyers, retail, 
health services, bank —all these have to work in buildings more impressive than factories. If 
we think of the nicest downtown buildings, they are not usually factories. 

The figures we used above to rebut the idea that skills, information or white-collar work 
would save capitalism showed that the United States was the only imperialist to stay even in 
the capital-output ratio, while the other imperialists saw an increasing capital-output ratio 
which suggests an ever lower profit rate on an ever larger mass of capital. It turns out robots, 
computers and other automation does not save any imperialist country. A breakdown of 
fixed capital investment for machinery and equipment as opposed to other fixed capital 
investments such as buildings, shows that in every imperialist country for which there is data, 
the capital-output ratio even for machinery and equipment increases over time, even more 
rapidly than other forms of investment. 

Ratio of machinery and equipment to Gross Domestic Product 42 


Country 

1950 

1973 

1992 

Fu$a 

.64 

.65 

.86 

France 

.21 

.50 

.74 

Germany 

.39 

.62 

.70 

Netherlands 

.27 

.61 

.78 

"UK” 

.31 

.52 

.65 

Japan 

[ .74 

.58 

1.07 


Thus the above figures completely rule out the possibility that computers, robots and other 
machines are saving the day for productivity. The United States saw its capital-output since 
1950 remain flat, only because for some reason the building of non-residential structures is 
still more profitable than it was in 1950. The same is true in the Netherlands, but not the 
other imperialist countries. However, the latest figures for 1992 show that even that 
advantage is drying up. The trend in non-residential structures since 1973 is an increase in 
the capital-output ratio for every imperialist country. 43 


42 Ibid., p. 36. 

43 Ibid. 
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If we have to think of a reason why investing in building non-residential structures is 
profitable or used to be more profitable and investing in machines is not profitable, then we 
can think of how it pays to build nicer retail stores. If there is untapped surplus-value to 
realize, then building more impressive shop windows may do the trick. If goods sell for 
more, because Third World workers are transferring more value to the First World and 
because more commercial workers are realizing a higher percentage of surplus-value in brand 
new malls, then that would explain the pattern of capital-output ratios since the 1950s in the 
Netherlands and the United States. 

Very much doubting the office work revolution, MIT Business School Dean Lester C. 
Thurow points out that from 1977 to 1982, banking productivity fell 2 percent a year. That 
was considered indicative at the time, because banks were increasing use of computers and 
automatic teller machines. Meanwhile, employment in accounting also went up 41 percent 
between 1977 and 1984. Overall, he believed the unproductive sector was dragging down the 
whole economy. “Between 1977 and 1982 real output rose 8 percent, yet at the same time 
clerical employment rose 15 percent and total white-collar employment 18 percent. In 
contrast blue-collar employment fell 2 percent. The net result was a sharp decline in white- 
collar productivity that completely offset substantial gains in blue-collar productivity.” 44 

The trend continued at least to the end of the 1980s where our data ends with the period 
1980 to 1990: “Blue-collar productivity rose 28 percent, while white collar productivity was 
falling 3 percent.” 45 This is what we Marxists would expect when the job of realizing surplus- 
value has reached its outer limits and there are no further international injections of surplus- 
value to be had. It’s also exactly opposite of the post-industrial hoopla and the “whatever 
consumers want” cant of neo-classical economists. Fortunately for imperialism, Chinese 
manufacturing came on strong in the 1980s to transfer huge quantities of value to the 
imperialist countries in order to make those white-collar workers appear “productive” again. 

When we consider the global picture, the capital per worker picture gets cloudier. As MIM 
has suggested, it is necessary to take this into account when measuring Third World worker 
productivity. “'Assets per employee in the parent manufacturing operations of U.S. 
multinationals were about 20 percent higher than in affiliate operations in developed 
countries and almost 200 percent higher than in af fil iate operations in the developing 
countries. Similarly compensation per employee in parent operations was about 17 percent 
higher than in affiliate operations in developed countries and about 360 percent higher than 


44 Lester C. Thurow, Zero Sum Solution (NY: Simon & Schuster, 1985), pp. 80-2. 

45 Ibid., p. 168. Thurow, William Lazonick, Bluestone, Harris and others are closer to the classical tradition 
of economics of which Marx was a part which drew the distinction between the productive and 
unproductive sectors. They take cues from the Japanese who also run their economy as if in fear of 
deindustrialization. Japanese economics teaching is also much more inclined to classical thinking than 
neo-classical. These authors believe that to the extent the U.$. believes its own economists' propaganda 
about service or white-collar work, the more of a competitive disadvantage it will accumulate. 
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in the developing countries.'” 46 Yet if capital intensity is lighter in the Third World and if 
unlike Shaikh and Tonak, we believe that First World manufacturing is more white-collar, 
then we are seeing a case where blue-collar work has lighter capital intensity than white- 
collar work. 

In reality the rate of exploitation in the unproductive sector has to be much closer to zero 
than 1 or the critics would have impossibly large profits to account for. John Gurley has 
correctly estimated that the total surplus-value in any year is about 20 percent of production 
in the United States, largely by excluding most of the transfers of surplus-value to 
unproductive sector employee compensation. What it shows is the impossibility of 
conceiving of profits as twice or three times unproductive sector employee compensation, 
because unproductive sector workers are getting 75 percent of the compensation. In fact, the 
inverse is closer to the truth. Unproductive sector compensation is several times realized 
profits. The (s/v) (realized profits/unproductive sector compensation) of the unproductive 
sector is the Achilles Heal of the argument of our critics. 47 

Gurley’s figure still is too high for the purpose we need which is to see what part is received 
by the capitalists. Nonetheless, Gurley’s figure implies an average rate of exploitation (not an 
average rate of surplus-value) of 0.25. Yet, the closer the average rate of exploitation gets to 
zero, the lighter the capital intensity must be in this scenario, if we assume as our critics do 
that there is no transfer of value from the Third World. The more transfer of value from the 
Third World occurs, the more we can explain higher capital intensities in the unproductive 
sector. 

On the other hand, the closer we see the rate of exploitation approach zero in the 
unproductive sector, the closer we get to taking up MIM’s line at least for the unproductive 
sector workers. The critics also open themselves to the attack that even a relatively small 
transfer of value from the Third World would tip the balance and result in negative 
exploitation rates for unproductive sector workers. Hence, once the critics realize that profits 
are not a multiple of compensation, but in fact compensation is a multiple of profits, they 
will be forced into taking a position much friendlier to MIM’s line, something akin to 
Cockshott’s line. 

Those who continue to believe that the total transfer of value from the Third World is minor 
and who continue to use statistics based on the workers of each country’s producing all the 


46 Martin Carnoy, "Whither the Nation-State?" in Martin Carnoy, Manuei Castells, Stephen S. Cohen, 
Fernando Henrique Cardoso, The New Global Economy in the Information Age: Reflections on Our 
Changing World (University Park, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1993), p. 63. This data 
is relevant to the parameters used by Adrian Wood who assumes that the profit rate, technique of 
production and capital availability is the same in the Third World as in the First World. Wood assumes 
that Third World workers are half as productive as First World workers, but here we learn that the data 
more backs the idea that Third World workers have half as much capital to work with per worker. 

47 80% of income is employee compensation. 75%of that goes to unproductive sector employees. That is 
60% of income. Then (s/v) = (20% of nation income/60% of national income) = 0.33. 
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surplus-value with no international value transfers have one more anomaly to explain away. 
Shaikh and Tonak were so good as to admit that using methods very similar to their own, 
one of the better Japanese economists had calculated that the U.$.-occupied Korean rate of 
exploitation was about half the rate of exploitation in the United States in 1970-2 and lower 
than the exploitation in Japan. 48 This was contrary to Lenin’s view that exploitation was 2 or 
3 times higher outside the imperialist countries and contradicts the simple facts examined at 
the point-of-production. In fact, they have things exactiy upside-down. These economists 
have ultimately succumbed to commodity-fetishism, by underestimating the surplus-value 
generated by the Korean workers by accepting literally transfer prices and administratively 
set prices undertaken by a U.$. puppet regime complete with a currency fixed to the dollar as 
true indicators of ultimate value and by not counting the share of surplus-value and 
purchasing power in the First World accounted for by a transfer of value to the First World. 

Those who do not take up MIM’s method have a sad fate ahead of them. They must explain 
why in all Third World countries the production per wage dollar is higher but the rate of 
exploitation is lower than in the imperialist countries. How did MIM’s critics get so far away 
from the facts about the point-of-production? We will give them a hint: their numbers 
reflect what is happening after a massive transfer of value out of the Third World. That’s why 
it seems like there is so much surplus in the United States relative to Korea in their statistics. 
That surplus was not produced by U.$. workers, but it looks that way if you do not count the 
international transfers of value. 

Now suppose our critics surrender and say, OK, there is a huge transfer of surplus-value 
from the Third World requiring the methods of calculation MIM has proposed, because we 
agree that the Third World bourgeoisie does not dwarf the imperialist country bourgeoisie. 
The next line of attack of our critics is to argue that surplus-value is not creating a massive 
oppressor nation petty-bourgeoisie, because the surplus-value is going to the capitalist class. 

As MIM said in MT 1 and MT 10 the capitalist class can be estimated at one percent of the 
population in the imperialist countries. So the job for our critics becomes proving that this 
one percent has absorbed the surplus-value of both the Third World and the productive 
sectors of the advanced industrial countries without giving that surplus-value over to its allies 
in the petty-bourgeoisie including the labor aristocracy - advertisers, military weapons 
producers, insurance salespeople, lawyers and the like. Our critics except for Cockshott need 
to show that the surplus-value goes to the capitalists and stays with them. Cockshott takes a 
different tack and admits it ends up in hands other than the capitalists’, so we have a huge 
unproductive sector that serves as the bedrock of political stabilization. 

To show that the surplus-value mostly goes to the capitalists and stays with them it becomes 
necessary to come up with accumulation statistics. In the next section of this essay, we prove 


48 Anwar M. Shaikh & E. Ahmet Tonak, Measuring the Wealth of Nations (Cambridge University Press, 
1994), p. 196. 
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that the capitalists are wealthy, but they are not wealthy enough to account for the surplus- 
value and more importantly, their wealth does not grow fast enough to account for the 
transfer of surplus-value we would be talking about to support our critics’ contentions. 

The Achilles Heel of the MIM critics 

Here we produce two last tables. The first is a trade table that is easy to understand. 
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1994 imports from the Third World bj OECD countries in billions of dollars 49 


Country 

South 

America 

China (and 
Hong Kong) 

U.$.- 

Puppet 

Korea 

Taiwan 

Singapore 

Third 

World 

Total 

U.f.A. 

93.7 

57.2 

20.6 

27.9 

17.5 

229.0 

Israel 

0.2 

0.4 

0.3 

0.3 

0.2 

?> 1.4 

Japan 

7.7 

30.0 

13.4 

10.8 

6.5 

142.0 

Belgium- 

Luxembourg 

2.3 

1.7 

0.3 

0.4 

0.4 

14.6 

Denmark 

0.5 

0.8 

0.4 

0.2 

0.3 

?>2.2 

France 

4.5 

4.0 

1.2 

1.8 

1.7 

41.7 

Germany 

7.8 

12.3 

4.4 

4.4 

3.9 

67.1 

Italy 

4.1 

3.3 

0.8 

0.9 

0.6 

36.1 

Netherlands 

4.7 

4.0 

0.8 

1.4 

1.6 

24.6 

“United 

Kingdom” 

4.7 

7.4 

1.8 

2.4 

2.8 

37.6 

Norway 

0.6 

0.6 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

?> 1.8 

Sweden 

0.8 

1.4 

0.4 

0.6 

0.2 

6.2 

Switzerland 

0.8 

1.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

5.8 

New Zealand 

0.1 

0.5 

0.2 

0.3 

0.3 

?> 1.4 

Australia 

0.5 

3.6 

1.2 

1.8 

2.1 

13.4 


Although it makes little difference to the figures, we do not count Central and Eastern 
Europe as Third World. We did not manage to exclude Russia as Third World, but recently 

49 http://oracle.tradecompass.com/ows-bin/oowa/ExpSrv60/dbxwdevkit/xwd_init7wrldcode/sysstart. The 
Third Worid trade figure total is derived from the OECD figures in the Statistical Abstract of the United 
States 1996, p. 854. 
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its wage levels are comparable to the Third World anyway. The ex-USSR’s total exports to 
the world were $27.6 b illi on in 1994, down from $49.8 b illi on in 1993. In 1994, 19.3 b ill ion 
of the exports went to Europe and $1.9 billion to the United $tates. 

There is a large discrepancy over trade from Latin America between OECD and Trade 
Compass figures. We chose the more than twice as high Trade Compass figures. Apparently 
Trade Compass figures count Mexico as South America. Accounting for that, we reduce the 
discrepancy between the OECD and Trade Compass figures to about one percent. There is 
still some degree of discrepancy because, OECD figures show U.$. imports at $663.8 billion 
and Trade Compass figures show $700 billion. There are differing methods of counting 
freight and insurance. 

We recommend to our readers that a rough idea of transfer of value to each country 
achieved by higher exploitation rates in the Third World would occur by multiplying the last 
column by 10. We will come back to the table above later. 
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Honing in on the dominant-nation capitalist-class and dominant-nation workers: 
quick and dirty with all workers treated as productive sector 


Country 

Surplus- 
V. (% of 

GDP) 

Foreign 

profits 

Foreigners 

%of 

workforce 

Minorities 

% 

Internal 
oppressed 
total % of 

s-v 

Capitalist 
share of 

s-v % 

Net from 

dominant- 

nation workers 

U.f.A, 1993 

998.0 

(13.8%) 

135.4 

9.3 

30 

30 

30 

-|135.4 billion 

Japan, 1993 

78.1 

(16.8%) 

16.9 

0.9 

3 

5 

22 

-3.6 trillion Y 

Germany, 

1993 

633.5 

(22.1%) 

117.5 

8.9 


5 

22 

-9.8 billion m. 

England, 

1993 

132.0 

(21.0%) 

64.6 

3.3 

5.5 

8 

22 

-46.1 billion pds 

France, 1993 

772.9 

(10.9%) 

374.3 

6.2 


8 

30 

-204.3 billion fr. 

Italy, 1993 

290.1 

(18.6%) 

40.7 

NA(2) 


3 

22 

+ 14.4 trillion 

lira 

Canada, 1993 

130.0 

(18.4%) 

6.1 

18.5 

1.5 

10 

27 

+ 16 billion dol. 

Sweden, 

1993 

224.7 

(15.6%) 

60.1 

5.5 


7 

22 

-26.4 Billion kr. 

Australia, 

1992 

53.2 

(13.2%) 

3.0 

24.8 

5 

10? 

30 

+7.6 Bill. Doll. 

New 

Zealand, 

1990 

12.8 

(17.5%) 

0.4 

NA 

12 

15? 

30 

+ 1.9 Billion 

NZf 

Netherlands, 

1992 

141.7 

(24.7%) 

52.2 

3.9 

4 

6 

22 

-37.9 Billion 

Guilders 

Switzerland, 

1993 

65.1 

(19.0%) 

27.9 

20.1 

? 

50+ 

30 

-35.3 Billion fr. 
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Country 

Surplus- 
V. (% of 

GDP) 

Foreign 

profits 

Foreigners 

%of 

workforce 

Minorities 

% 

Internal 
oppressed 
total % of 

s-v 

Capitalist 
share of 

s-v % 

Net from 

dominant- 

nation workers 

Luxembourg, 

1991 

31.1 

(11.7%) 

131.9 

net 

33.3 


0 

30 

-122.6 Billion fr. 

Denmark, 

1993 

66.3 

(7.6%) 

150.4 

2.5 


3 

22 

-137.8 million 

kr. 

Finland 

31.6? 

(6.6%) 

13.1 



3? 

22 

[+ OECD 
exploited 

Israel, 1993 

38.2 

(19.5%) 

2.9 


17 

20? 

30 

+0.9 Billion sh 


In the table above, we humor our social-democratic critics by not raising Marx’s theory of 
productive versus unproductive workers; thus we throw away his theory of crisis. However, 
it still largely turns out that imperialist country working-classes are not exploited. The reality 
is so strong, we do not have to be very precise and it will still shine through. 

The first number in the quickie guide to oppressor nation working-class non-exploitation is 
the number estimated to be capitalist-style income from consumed dividends, interest and 
increase in equity through re-investment of profits. 50 At the end of the table in the second- 


50 The biggest mistake to avoid is counting consumption of fixed capital in the year as surpius-vaiue 
produced, because workers would have to use up fixed capital in a socialist country too. GNP as opposed 
to GDP removes this problem. Another problem with some countries, but not all, is that they mix together 
"household profits" with other profits as if households made profits on their business, construed various 
ways, some quite far from the Marxist idea. On top of that is the problem of how to count the 
conventional petty-bourgeoisie's income and profits. One other problem is to look at "operating surplus," 
which is just a residual number invented out of thin-air to cover statistical discrepancies in adding up the 
accounts. By juggling numerous tables, one may figure out what operating surplus really is in a particular 
country. U.S. figures so neatly established in tabular form, Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996, p. 
448. The U.$. figures exclude foreign profits from total surplus. Actually, the non-U.$. OECD bourgeoisie 
exploits the U.$. workers for a few billion a year on a net basis considering outflow of property income 
from the United States. For this reason, the U.$. should be considered almost exactly a draw for this table, 
with no profits going to the oppressor nation capitalist-class from oppressor nation workers, and some 
tiny profits going to the non-OECD bourgeoisie, but not large enough to be said to be coming from the 
oppressor-nation workers. Figures for other imperialists are from Department for Economic and Social 
Information and Policy Analysis Statistics Division, United Nations, National Accounts Statistics: Main 
Aggregates and Detailed Tables, 7.9.9J (NY: UN, 1996). 

Belgium, p. 113. Property income disbursed and net savings. 

Canada, p. 195. Property income disbursed and net savings. 
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to-last column is the percentage of capitalist-style income and increased equity actually going 
to the capitalist class of the oppressor nation with the rest going to other non-capitalist 
households. 51 


Denmark, p. 291-2. Households receive negative property income in Denmark. Corporations and quasi¬ 
corporations are also non-factors in property income. The government receives three times more 
property income than the corporate and quasi-corporate sector. Consumption is less than worker 
compensation. A generous interpretation of surpius-vaiue would be net saving for capital formation. 

England, p. 1373. 

France, p. 458. Households receive only one-quarter of disbursed property income, apparently because 
much income ends up in the hands of unincorporated private enterprises, presumably the petty- 
bourgeoisie, which as always causes the problem of whether to count their money as work income or 
property income. To get around this, for France, we offer a figure of household property income plus the 
capital formation of corporations and quasi-corporations, because France also offers such a breakdown in 
its figures. 550.2 billion French francs for households and non-profit institutions in property income is 
added to 222.7 billion French francs for net saving of corporations and quasi-corporations that went into 
capital formation=772.9 billion French francs. Alternatively, we can use a figure of 2,215.8 billion francs for 
property income that ends up with the government and mostly residual for private unincorporated 
enterprises (1,034.7 billion) francs. It seems likely to MIM that a traditional petty-bourgeoisie is receiving 
this latter sum equal to one-seventh of the GDP. 

Germany, p. 513. We exclude quasi-corporations as petty-bourgeoisie, except for a trifling sum. 

Japan, p. 757, 735-6. The nub of the problem is that corporations and quasi-corporations are viewed as 
borrowing money to finance capital accumulation and different accountings have never been reconciled. 

In 1993, it looks like non-financial corporations went into debt and liquidated assets, but financial 
corporations do not appear to have been able to lend the difference. Thus, it looks like government 
loaned corporations money. Households, government and borrowing appear to be the sources of capital 
accumulation, but corporations and quasi-corporations do suddenly appear as sources of fixed capital 
consumption. Like France, the ratio of disbursed property income to household income from property 
sources is almost 4:1, so where did the money go? We are going to say there is 78.1 trillion yen in net 
capital formation in 1993. Since net savings of households exceeded property income received, we are 
going to say there was no consumption of property income at the household level. In fact, consumption 
was almost exactly equal to employee compensation. 

Switzerland, p. 1289. In Switzerland, profits from abroad appear to be counted in household income 
based on the fact that that household income adds up to GDP. 

Sweden, p. 1267, 1243. Swedish companies disbursed more property income than they took in 1993. The 
government ended up receiving more of the property income than the households did. At the risk of 
incorrectly tripling surplus-value, we will count all the residual in the statistics as hidden property-income. 
Household and non-profit property income was only 74.1 billion Swedish kronor compared with 60.1 
billion kronor received from profits from the rest of the world. 

Netherlands, p. 930. We will double the surplus-value for this calculation, to count petty-bourgeois 
enterprises and humor our critics. 

51 Earlier in this essay, we showed how to calculate this for the United States. Numerous studies have 
shown that the United States has the most unequal distribution of wealth and income in the imperialist 
countries, because of its total lack of social-democratic tradition. Hence, we doubt that any country in the 
imperialist countries exceeds 30 percent of its income going to the top 1 percent. In some cases there will 
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We deduct the surplus-value of “minorities” and foreigners 52 in each imperialist country, and 
a conservative estimate of their combined responsibility for surplus-value is in the third-to- 
last column labeled “internal,” but we make two offsetting errors. We do not count other 
OECD nationals as “foreigners,” so we do not deduct as much surplus-value as we could by 
just adding foreigners to oppressed nationals considered citizens. On the other hand, we 
deduct all foreign profits. Such profits from property abroad 53 are not the same thing as the 
profits the multinational corporations make through importing the Third World's goods. We 
also do not count compensation of employees abroad as profit to be remitted home. 

The last column shows the amount of surplus-value attributed to the oppressor nation 
working-class. If the number is negative, it means that the capitalist-class was not getting 
anything from the oppressor nation workers, but the petty-bourgeoisie or workers were 
getting some super-profits from foreign operations and oppression of internal oppressed 
nations. Based on this method, Finland would be a good case of a country that seems to be 
exploited by the non-Finland OECD bourgeoisie. 5 percent of Finland’s GDP goes to net 
property income outside Finland and internal oppressed nationalities appear to be 
responsible for less than 5 percent of the surplus-value. Like Sweden, the government in 
Finland gets more property income than households do. Although taxes and services 
diminish the surplus-value to be had, we can speak of a Finnish working class that is slightly 
exploited by the above model counting all workers as productive sector. 54 An even worse 


be a severe divergence, such as in Japan where CEOs receive peanuts in stock and compensation 
compared with U.$. executives. We have set a fioor of 22 percent going to the capitaiist-ciass, even if the 
evidence wouid support a iower figure. 

To obtain percentage of surpius-value appropriated by the capitaiist-ciass of each country, we took each 
country as having a percentage of the U.$. inequality. For example, we estimate German inequality to be 
about 70 percent as bad as U.$. inequality, based on data in Angus Maddison, Monitoring the World 
Economy 1820-1992 (Paris: OECD, 1995), p. 52. Contradicting this evidence somewhat is the evidence for 
Australia in Malcolm Gillis et at, p. 76. Thus, for Australia, Switzerland and New Zealand, we will use the 
same parameter as the United States. Evidence shows that English income inequality is about 60 percent 
as bad as U.$. inequality and improving in recent years. We are impressed by the concentration of wealth 
pointed to in Cockshott and Cottrell, but we also note that English capitalists seem to get away with 
lighter capital intensity in their operations anyway. 

52 % Foreigners column Is the percent of the labor force that is foreigner. Australia, Canada and the United 
States use the same idea, but the others have differing concepts of citizenship, which is why we must 
tread carefully. Statistical Abstract of the United States 1996, p. 833. Some information on internal 
oppressed nationalities also in John W. Wright, ed., The Universal Almanac, 1992. 

53 These figures are from Department for Economic and Social Information and Policy Analysis Statistics 
Division, United Nations, National Accounts Statistics: Main Aggregates and Detailed Tables, 1993. 

54 A strict interpretation of the residual in Finnish accounting would see it as the income of the petty- 
bourgeoisie, which is neither a corporation nor an employee. That would show that the Finnish 
bourgeoisie does not exploit the Finnish workers, as in the other cases. That is why it is labeled in the last 
column as + OECD exploitation, because the outflow of income is important in Finland's case. 

On the other hand, since the profits from Finland work themselves into the wages of other OECD workers, 
because the bourgeoisie in the other imperialists is taken care of by other means, it is also difficult to say 
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case of Finlandism is New Zealand, turning over 1 in 12 units of its GDP to foreigners as 
property income and getting almost nothing back. There are similar stories for Australia and 
Canada. On the other hand, Luxembourg is so parasitic that its property income from 
abroad is four times its GDP. Net international property income (counting outflows) of 
Luxembourg is still half of GDP. That is to say nothing of the internal labor of immigrants; 
hence, we will drop Luxembourg as a case, because it is obviously one oppressor-nation 
petty-bourgeoisie allied to globalized monopoly capital. In a very small imperialist country, it 
may be wise to forget nationality issues completely and see the country as a speck of global 
capital. In the larger countries we test for antagonism between the oppressor-nation 
capitalist-class and its oppressor-nation working-class. 

Now we turn to arguments concerning the differential rate of exploitation and transfers 
between productive labor sectors and unproductive labor sectors. We follow up the last table 
for a few of the main countries. 


Finland is exploited by the OECD bourgeoisie. It points more to a division between the unproductive 
sector petty-bourgeoisie and the workers. 

In the cases of the United States, Switzerland, Netherlands, Luxembourg etc. it would not have mattered 
to the result if we thought of the bourgeoisie as trading workers with each other, and taking their net 
property income from abroad. Hence, to say that there is an OECD surplus-value pool is true, but not 
significant politically, because the core of the imperialist world does not need it to take care of its 
capitalist-class. In other words, Australia, Canada, Finland and New Zealand could complain about OECD 
exploitation, but their money is really ending up in the pockets of other OECD workers or petty- 
bourgeoisie. 
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How much super-profit enters non-capitalist, dominant-nation incomes? 


Country 

Unproductive to 
productive sector 
transfer from Third 

World & internal 
oppressed, extension 
of Shaikh & Tonak 

Adjusted subtotal 
(% of unproductive 
sector 

compensation) 

Unequal 

exchange, 

differential 

exploitation, 

parameter=8 

Total superprofits 
(% of 

unproductive 

sector 

compensation) 

U.f.A. 

$932 billion (40% of s- 
v) 

$767 billion (25.6%) 
1994 

$1832 billion 

$2.6 trillion (86.6%) 
1994 

Japan 

37.7 trillion yen (10% 
of 377 tr. Y) 

37.4 trillion yen 
(19%) 1993 

$ 1136 billion 

$1.45 trillion (95%) 

Germany 

225 billion marks (10% 
of 2.25 tr. marks) 

202 billion marks 
(18%) 1993 

$537 billion 

$0.65 trillion (95%) 

France 

0.9 trillion fr. (14% of 
6.4 trillion fr.) 

1.14 trillion fr. (42%) 

$334 billion 

$0.55 trillion 
(107%) 

"United 

Kingdom" 

75 billion pounds 
(15% of 500 billion 
pounds) 

110.6 billion pds. 

(41%) 

$301 billion 

$0.47 trillion 
(116%) 

Italy 

0.165 trillion lira (11% 
of 1.5 trillion lira) 

0.142 trillion lira 
(—12% counting 
unincorporated 
enterprises as 
unprod. workers) 

$289 billion 

$0.4 trillion (-44%) 

Netherlands 

114 billion gldrs. (22% 
of 520 billion guilders) 

$135 billion gldrs. 

(60%) 

$197 billion 

$0.27 trillion (80% 
of GDP) 

Australia 

52.3 billion dollars 
(19% of 275 billion 
dollars) 

39.3 billion dollars 
(26%) 

$107 billion 

$0.14 trillion (45% 
of 1992 GDP) 

Sweden 

163 billion kr. (13% of 

1.25 trillion kr.) 

174 billion kr. (27%) 

$50 billion 

$0.08 trillion (72%) 

Switzerland 

148.4(53% of 280 
billion Swiss fr.) 

157 billion fr. (98%) 

$46 billion 

$0.16 trillion (65% 
of GDP) 
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In the above table the first column redefines surplus-value to be all but roughly 25% of 
employee compensation, which is an estimate of how much goes to the productive sector 
workers. Everything else is unproductive sector surplus-value. The exception in the first 
column is the United States, for which we have just used the numbers in Shaikh and Tonak’s 
book. In parentheses below the first figure is the combined percentage of goods that internal 
oppressed nations and external Third World countries manufacture in the productive sector 
next to the figure for the total surplus-value. The surplus-value numbers are all rough 
estimates from looking at household income in 1993. With the exception for the calculation 
attached to the United States, the percentage attributed to the productive sector in the Third 
World is a percentage of gross manufacturing output in 1994, and not just the much smaller 
value-added figure. 

The second column makes some adjustments by making sure enough surplus-value has been 
taken out to ensure that the dominant-nation bourgeoisie has been taken care of for its 
estimated share of property income. The second column also makes the adjustment for 
foreign profits. Below it in parentheses is the adjusted subtotal of surplus-value that can be 
thought of as going to unproductive worker wages, and not the capitalist-class. That number 
is expressed as a percentage of unproductive worker wages. 

The third column of the above table is not the parameter 10 that we have discussed in the 
essay above, but it is 8 instead, because we were afraid that the Shaikh and Tonak extension 
and the foreign profits would each be contributing some double-counting of surplus-value. 
For instance our extension of Shaikh and Tonak for Third World imports accounts for $233 
in surplus-value in the United States, which is about the size of the Third World imports. On 
that account we bring the parameter at the end down to 9. To make sure we haven’t double- 
counted through foreign profits or other means, we take the parameter down to 8. Hence, 
we multiply Third World trade by 8 to come up with one last estimate of super-profits. Of 
course, the parameter being set to 8 has a counterfactual nature to it, because we do not 
know would happen to imperialism if it suddenly started valuing Third World labor the same 
way it values First World labor. 

Finally, the last column is a grand total with a calculation for what percentage of 
unproductive sector compensation is accounted for by super-profits, after we make 
deductions for the oppressor-nation capitalist-class to receive its share of profits and super¬ 
profits just from the Third World and internal semi-colonies. The grand total is several times 
higher than the capitalist-class could be imagined to consume by any accounting, which is 
why we have gone on to examine how much of the unproductive sectors’ existence is owed 
to the Third World. There is also no reason the number cannot exceed 100 percent of 
unproductive sector income. It only should not exceed the total income of the imaginary 
society generated for itself and other societies and there should be some left over to account 
for the surplus-value created by the productive sector of the oppressor-nation working class, 
which is not to say that the oppressor-nation productive sector working-class produces any 
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net surplus-value. If the percentage of the last column is 100 percent, then the productive 
sector workers of the dominant-nation are certainly not transferring any surplus-value to 
either the capitalist-class or the unproductive sector. In reality, the unproductive sector 
would not receive 100 percent of its surplus-value from the Third World while the 
productive sector receives 0 percent, because the distribution of surplus-value between the 
sectors is regulated by the rate of profit having to be similar. Thus, the capitalists have to put 
down some v in the unproductive sector and we cannot count all v as contributed by the 
Third World for the purposes of understanding the exploitation or non-exploitation of the 
productive sector workers of the dominant-nation. Regardless, we have shown that there is 
no way to conceive of the dominant-nation capitalist-class as extracting surplus-value from 
the dominant-nation working-class. A close examination of column two’s subtotal shows 
that we do not have to assume a different rate of exploitation of Third World workers or 
account for death-squads, monopsony, government price-setting or transfer prices: it is 
already obvious by the subtotal in column two that the dominant-nation capitalist-class is 
taken care of several times over by Third World and internal immigrant/oppressed 
nationality labor. 
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Unleashing the Revolutionary Movement 

MC5 | 22 July 1997 
from Imperialism and Its Class Structure in 1997 


It is obligatory for a Marxist to count on European revolution if a revolutionary 
situation exists. It is the ABC of Marxism that the tactics of the socialist proletariat 
cannot be the same both when there is a revolutionary situation and when there is no 
revolutionary situation. — V.I. Lenin 

In the last section, we examined the dialectical relationship between the expansion of labor 
aristocracy employment and the profit crisis to come. We showed that the revisionists 
without MIM’s labor aristocracy thesis are on-board with the imperialists on the possibilities 
of “post-industrial capitalism,” mainly because they fail to recognize that parasitism brings 
limited geographical political stability at the cost of the reduction of surplus-value extraction. 

Again and again the CPUSA and others bash the foreign workers and back up Thurmond 
and Perot and then wonder why there is no communist movement in the United States. The 
flatterers tell the workers here how advanced they are and hide the truth of parasitism so as 
not to be unpopular. In contrast, we at MIM tell the bitter truth about the economy in the 
imperialist countries at the cost of our feel-good nationalist credentials with oppressor 
nation people. We have strategic confidence in main force for revolution in the Third World 
and do not require an imperialist country majority on our side for that confidence. 

As we have shown already, the only thing that the CPUSA and other social-democrats can 
reap is the Buchananite movement. This is a consequence of a wrong scientific analysis of 
the class structure, which itself is a product of the class structure and its representatives 
called the labor bureaucracy. The same strategy and tactics applied where the class structure 
is one thing results in one kind of communist movement. In another situation with a 
different class structure, the same strategy and tactics unleash fascism. 

The bottom-line for us in both our party work and united front work is no support for inter¬ 
imperialist rivalry and protectionism. This may be easy for our party members, but how do 
we tell those with more limited unity that we no longer foment inter-imperialist rivalry 
through protectionism, because it is dangerous and leads to fascist populist movements? 

While Lenin thought the Amerikan and English communists had fairly accurate views of 
their societies’ class structures, Lenin believed that the communists of Amerika and England 
are inclined to sectarianism. “In countries where there are no Social-Democratic workers’ 
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parties, no Social-Democratic members of parliament, and no systematic and steadfast Social- 
Democratic policy either at elections or in the press, etc. — in such countries, Marx and 
Engels taught the socialists to rid themselves at all cost of narrow sectarianism, and to join with 
the working-class movement so as to shake up the proletariat politically.” 1 

As MIM has emphasized in its propagation of materialism, it is no good to find fault and 
never find or unleash anything worth supporting. “We can (and must) begin to build 
socialism, not with abstract human material, or with human material specially prepared by us, 
but with the human material bequeathed to us by capitalism. True, it is not easy matter, but 
no other approach to this task is serious enough to warrant discussion.” 2 

After decrying the “narrow-minded, selfish, case-hardened, covetous, and petty-bourgeois 
‘labour aristocracy’ imperialist-minded, and imperialist-corrupted” in all italics and admitting 
it is much worse in the imperialist countries than in semi-imperialist Russia, Lenin still insists 
communists “work wherever the masses are to be found,” 3 including their reactionary trade 
unions. Almost as a maneuver to test discipline of the COMINTERN and against 
sectarianism, Lenin forced this on the English and U.$. comrades against the wishes of what 
he admitted was the majority of his fine revolutionary friends in those societies. Some think 
that MIM must disagree with this idea that comrades must work everywhere, but it has 
always been MIM’s practice. If we could win a Congress seat, we would fight for it. If we 
find a comrade has a particular idea of a particular reactionary organization or movement to 
infiltrate, we do not oppose it. We only oppose those who go to the labor-aristocracy and 
recycle the demands of the petty-bourgeoisie. No, we can and must go everywhere to 
prepare the all-round dictatorship of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie, but we must 
maintain proletarian internationalist aims and principles. In Lenin’s own estimate at the time, 
the anarchist people expressing repulsion at the labor aristocracy in the IWW and similar 
U.$. organizations are making errors that “will be a thousand times easier” 4 to fight than 
those still tied up with the labor aristocracy. For MIM, this is a reminder of how we have 
more in common with J. Sakai and similar anarchists than the various so-called communists 
not breaking with the labor aristocracy. 


1 V. I. Lenin, "Preface to F. Sorge Correspondence," Collected Works, Vol. 12, p. 373. 

2 V. I. Lenin, "Left-Wing Communism, An Infantile Disorder," Collected Works, Vol. 31, p. 50. 

3 Ibid., p. 53. He defines the masses as proletarian and semi-proletarian, which in some readings of his 
work would exclude the traditional petty-bourgeoisie. He apparently does not expect comrades to go to 
meetings or organizations of the traditional petty-bourgeoisie or labor-aristocracy, which only brings us 
around right back to the original scientific question, who is proletarian and who is labor aristocracy? 
Without a precise analysis of the class structure, it is useless to proceed into strategic and tactical 
squabbles. 

In any case, MIM is further anti-ultra left than Lenin, because Lenin apparently would have agreed not to 
pursue the petty-bourgeoisie, but since we in the imperialist countries are often in situations where it is 
difficult not to be confronting a petty-bourgeois majority, we will throw aside Lenin's reservations on this 
and keep to the spirit of opposing sectarianism by getting out into the imperialist countries. 

4 V. I. Lenin, "The Second Congress of the Communist International," Collected Works, Vol. 31, p. 231. 
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Lenin never says in his critique of ultra-leftism that we must pander to the labor aristocracy, 
only that we must struggle with the backward workers in order to avoid sectarianism. 

Crispien went on to speak of high wages. The position in Germany, he said, is that 
the workers are quite well off compared with the workers in Russia or in general, in 
the East of Europe. A revolution, as he sees it, can be made only if it does not 
worsen the workers’ conditions ‘too much.’ Is it permissible, in a Communist Party, 
to speak in a tone like this, I ask? This is the language of counter-revolution. . . . The 
workers’ victory cannot be achieved without sacrifices, without a temporary 
deterioration of their conditions. We must tell the workers the very opposite of what 
Crispien has said. If, in desiring to prepare the workers for the dictatorship, one tells 
them that their conditions will not be worsened ‘too much,’ one is losing sight of the 
main thing, namely, that it was by helping their ‘own’ bourgeoisie to conquer and 
strangle the whole world by imperialist methods, with the aim of thereby ensuring 
better pay for themselves, that the labor aristocracy developed. If the German 
workers now want to work for the revolution they must make sacrifices, and not be 
afraid to do so. . . . 

To tell the workers in the handful of rich countries where life is easier, thanks to 
imperialist pillage, that they must be afraid of ‘too great’ impoverishment, is counter¬ 
revolutionary. It is the reverse that they should be told. The labour aristocracy that is 
afraid of sacrifices, afraid of ‘too great’ impoverishment during the revolutionary 
struggle, cannot belong to the Party. Otherwise, the dictatorship is impossible, 
especially in West-European countries. 5 

Hence, we must imagine what we would do at a meeting of a reactionary union discussing 
NAFTA or GATT. Many of our critics would go and fly the flag. We would go and put 
forward internationalist demands. In particular, what does a positive reform look like at this 
historical moment of imperialism? Some said for example that the United States should not 
join NAFTA, because free trade means the abolition or non-enforcement of laws protecting 
the environment. In 1991, under GATT, Mexico fought the United States and won the right 
to sell tuna to the United States that Mexican fishers obtained while killing dolphins in their 
nets. The U.S. Marine Mammal Protection Act had banned tuna fishing that could endanger 
dolphins. For reasons of this sort, MIM was told we should oppose GATT and NAFTA and 


5 V. I. Lenin, "Speech on the Terms of Admission into the Communist International July 30," Collected 
Works, Vol. 31 (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1960), pp. 248-9. 

Similar quotes how it is not just a matter of telling the leaders and purging the leaders but of aggressively 
telling the workers too about the labor aristocracy appear in "Letter to Sylvia Pankhurst," Collected Works, 
Vol. 29, p. 563: "Without the destruction of every trace of its prestige among workers, without convincing 
the masses of the utter bourgeois corruption of this stratum, there can be no question of a serious 
communist workers' movement. This applies to Britain, France, America and Germany." 
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take up economic nationalism. 6 The reasoning is that it is easier to fight for progressive laws 
inside one country. 

MIM believes that kind of reasoning leads to more wars. If Mexico or other Third World 
countries can go to socialism and protect their nascent industries, that is one thing, and we 
should do everything possible to support whatever economic relationship they want to the 
imperialist countries. Asking an imperialist country to take up economic nationalism is 
another thing. Instead, we should aim our economic demands to be sure they have an 
internationalist spin. 

In the European Union, Loukas Tsoukalis says that the membership of some countries has 
meant a rising of environmental regulation in order to be part of the club. 7 Thus, we see no 
reason to take a fatalistic approach to struggle in multi-lateral situations. 

MIM does not want Mexico to shoulder the burden of losing its tuna fishing business. We 
want the imperialist countries to hand over the nets and technology to make it possible to 
fish without killing the dolphins. That is the general formula for environmental demands 
when they concern the Third World. If the imperialist countries want higher environmental 
standards, and they should, let them pay for it. Already they do this within the European 
Union where some countries pay for the use of less-polluting production techniques by 
poorer countries. If the whole world lived U.$. living standards, the species would probably 
die instantly from pollution, so it is clear the U.$. people owe the world for their system. “It 
is epic hypocrisy for Americans to scold the poor for destroying nature while U.S. 
companies are still free to dump toxic wastes from American consumption in poor 
countries. If they intend to reform the world, America and other advanced nations have to 
take care of their own mess first.” 8 The bourgeois economists think their free trade is more 
efficient? Well, let them use those efficiency gains to improve the environment and 
inequality between the Third World and imperialist countries. 

It is no longer progressive to fight for “30 for 40” in the imperialist countries, because those 
workers are not exploited. However, the demand for a global minimum wage is still entirely 
progressive and does not increase the existing world war by encouraging imperialist country 
nationalism. It is the only way to keep imperialists from playing one country off against 
another into ever lower wages. Professor Voradvidh of Thailand has it right: “We need a 
GATT on labor conditions and on the minimum wage, we need a standard on the minimum 
conditions for work and a higher standard for children.” 9 


6 Miles Kahler, International Institutions and the Political Economy of Integration (Washington, DC: 
Brookings Institution, 1995), p. 73. 

7 Loukas Tsoukalis, The New European Economy Revisited {Oxford'. Oxford University Press, 1997), p. 262. 

8 William Greider, One World Ready or Not: The Manic Logic of Global Capitalism (NY: Simon & Schuster, 
1997), 

p. 460. 

9 Ibid., p. 357. 
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We communists and our allies in the united front should push for it and ask for WTO 
enforcement. Unions seeking to obtain wages higher than minimum wage should get to go 
before the WTO. Countries that use death squads against union organizers would be kicked 
out of GATT. In order to make sure these reforms do not result in a decrease in developing 
country employment, we should also push for currency reform. 

Third World currencies are all radically undervalued, because of the politics of comprador 
government. To remove the influence of politics and speculation, we like the suggestion of 
one economist from India — Arjun Makhijani — who says we should peg currencies to a 
basket of goods needed for daily living in each country. That basket of goods should be the 
same price in each country no matter what currency it is purchased in. 

Such a currency reform combined with a minimum wage boost carried out globally would do 
much to spur the most possible out of capitalism. Third World purchasing power would 
increase drastically. That would spur Third World industry and make possible cheaper 
imports of whatever equipment was necessary. The labor aristocracy would suffer higher 
prices of its Third World imports, but it is already under the impression that the imports 
from the Third World do not matter to them anyway, so let them prove it by going along. 
The other benefits to the labor aristocracy is that the combined currency reform and 
minimum wage would hugely boost global employment. The unused capacity of imperialist 
countries would be quickly taken up with the orders from the Third World. As a result, the 
“middle classes” of imperialism would see a decrease in living standard from higher import 
prices, but they would see an elimination of unemployment and overcapacity. The 
imperialists should be happy to see increased demand and a disappearance of over-capacity, 
perhaps for a few decades. 

The major loser in a WTO-enforced minimum wage, a WTO-enforced union negotiating 
regulation, a WTO-enforced environmentalism, a WTO-enforced tax on financial asset 
income and a WTO/IMF-enforced currency reform would be the comprador elites of the 
Third World. Their power would be sidestepped in one fell swoop by the imperialists who 
would take away their power to set currency rates and wages. On the other hand, the 
comprador elites would receive a major windfall themselves in exchange: their holdings of 
local currency would suddenly be worth much more in goods from the imperialist countries. 
This would also undercut the value of shipping capital out of the country to deposit in Swiss 
bank accounts. The compradors would be able to enjoy their bourgeois lifestyles without 
sending their money out of the country. We suspect that at least a portion of the elite would 
go over to becoming a regular and strong national bourgeoisie involved in expanding 
production. 

The imperialist countries through the use of GATT have the power to impose global 
conditions. It also means they can be targeted as enemy simultaneously. This is not 
something we communists should fear. It means we can take down the system in one fell 
swoop. In the past, Lenin derided economism for talking about economic concessions from 


122 



individual capitalists only and never rising to the political level and making demands of the 
capitalist class a whole. In the imperialist countries, Lenin called it “imperialist economism,” 
and today we still see that most so-called communists would prefer to fight it out at the 
individual company and individual country level. 

Meanwhile, the Clinton administration is already trying to fool the international proletariat 
that it is doing something about the real goals of the international proletariat. “The 
Administration has sought establish a framework for multilateral discussion on how best to 
promote core labor standards: freedom of association, the right to organize and bargain 
collectively, nondiscrimination in the workplace, prohibition of forced labor, and elimination 
of exploitative child labor .” 10 

The GATT is building the muscle of our proletarian internationalist movement and we 
should thank the imperialists for this chance to exercise our muscles as proletarian 
internationalists. As of now, the influence of parties like MIM is weak, so our movement is 
so weak that it wants to go back to economic nationalism. That is the mistake we face, one 
leading to fascism and inter-imperialist war. Instigating inter-imperialist war should be a last 
resort, as a threat when the WTO or the like imposes more government control on 
oppressed nations in a new form of outright colonialism. There is a need for international 
conferences on just this subject to discuss subjects like picking off one imperialist country or 
another to form a bloc with in order to undercut new global colonial arrangements. MIM 
has its own opinions on the subject, but questions of blocs and alliances should be decided 
by the Maoist majority of the Third World and we imperialist country comrades should be 
careful to collect information and not boast overly about our possibilities of overthrowing 
the governments and thereby leading Third World comrades to count on something not real. 

The damage of the wrong analysis of the class structure is also evident when we look at the 
movements of the most oppressed, because nationalism of oppressed nations is applied 
internationalism as Mao said. The Black Panthers proved that the correct analysis of the 
labor aristocracy does the most to advance the movement here in the imperialist countries. 
The difference between the pro-labor aristocracy line and imperialist assimilationism is non¬ 
existent at this time. Movements to stir up imperialist country economic nationalism have 
the disadvantage of dragging along a portion of the internal semi-colonies. This bring us to 
the next question — the future of the communist movement. 


10 Economic Report of the President, Chapter 7, 1997. 
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Tasks and Stages of the Revolution 

MC5 | 22 July 1997 
from Imperialism and Its Class Structure in 1997 


In the various nations of the West there is a great obstacle to carrying through any 
revolution and construction movement; i.e., the poisons of the bourgeoisie are so 
powerful that they have penetrated each and every corner. While our bourgeoisie has 
had, after all, only three generations, those in England and France have had a 250-300 
year history of development, and their ideology and modus operand have influenced 
all aspects and strata of their societies. Thus the English working class follows the 
Labour Party, not the Communist Party. Lenin says, “The transition from capitalism 
to socialism will be more difficult for a country the more backward it is.” This would 
seem incorrect today. - Mao Zedong 

The correct scientific analysis of class structure and crisis in the imperialist countries is not 
only critical from the point of view of unleashing whatever movement is possible and 
appropriate right now. It is also important in terms of the future under the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. The Comintern of 1920 said, “Without exposing this evil, without fighting 
not only against the trade union bureaucracy but also against all petty-bourgeois 
manifestations of the craft and labour aristocracy, without the ruthless expulsion of the 
representatives of this attitude from the revolutionary party, without calling in the lower 
strata, the broad masses, the real majority of the exploited, there can be no talk of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat.” 1 

The task of the Cultural Revolution after the initial socialist revolution is to consolidate the 
all-round dictatorship of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie. That is how a country stays on 
the socialist road and advances toward communism if international conditions are ripe 
enough. 

The masses are correct not to support any party that claims that the land of the Rodney 
King and Vincent Chin verdicts is ready for integration. The masses are correct to hate and 


1 Jane Degras, ed., The Communist International: 1919-1943 Documents, Vol. I (London: Frank Cass & Co., 
1971), p. 78. This was adopted from Lenin's own published work of March, 1920, "Draft (or Theses) of the 
R.C.P.'s Reply," Collected Works, Vol. 30, p. 343. The same page of the Lenin document explains that if the 
comrades in Switzerland, Britain, France and the U.$.A. do not use illegal methods of work in combination 
with legal ones, there will be no revolutionary party. This stands as an answer to those bourgeois 
democrats calling on MIM to operate completely in the open. 
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distrust any party that puts forward such nonsense as how the white worker is going to 
suddenly wake up and become peaceful and full of brotherly internationalist love. When the 
white worker does wake up, s/he may fight for reaction first, but even in the best of 
circumstances, s/he will have to go through a long period of thought reform before peaceful 
internationalist integration is even thinkable, and not just a sham foisted on the masses by 
the imperialists interested in assimilation and stability. Even some of the oppressed nation 
workers infected with white nation chauvinism or parallel ideas will demonstrate great 
difficulties in waking up. 

One cannot fight for the dictatorship of the proletariat, if one does not know what the 
proletariat is. For this reason alone, the many who suggest to MIM that its differences with 
others calling themselves Maoist in the imperialist countries are merely tactical are incorrect. 
Without MIM’s cardinal principle on the oppressor nation working class, dictatorship of the 
proletariat is impossible. 

Even when the Third World proletariat makes its weight felt and U.$. imperialism is 
overthrown, it is still possible for the proletariat to make disastrous errors without an 
understanding of the tasks and stages of revolution in the imperialist countries. Such errors 
surely have the potential of leading to a restoration not just of capitalism in the ex-imperialist 
countries but of imperialism. A restoration of imperialism threatens all the world’s people, 
because for example, the United States is the principal enemy of the world’s peoples. In 
many ways, the initial overthrow of U.$. imperialism will be an act of defense by the world’s 
oppressed peoples, self-defense with regard to the right to live without imperialist militarism, 
starvation, inadequate health care and pollution. Yet, if the revolution starts and ends with 
defensive goals, there will be no transformation, and hence there will be an increased risk of 
imperialist restoration. For this reason, it is impermissible to speak of the class structure as a 
merely abstract issue that can be sidestepped with the tactics of flattery. Just as in every other 
country, the class structure of the United States will determine what the tasks of the 
revolution are. When imperialist country opportunists sidestep a concrete understanding of 
the class structure of parasitism, they are sidestepping the future tasks of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. 

Did not Mao say feudalism and colonialism were like mountains that had to be removed 
from the backs of the Chinese people? In order to remove the weight of imperialism from 
the backs of the world's peoples, the revolution must now go through its own special stage 
in the imperialist countries. We will refer to this stage as the re-civ il ization stage. It will 
complete some tasks parallel to the new democratic revolution but in the oppressor nations 
and with no capitalist ownership of the means of production. In particular the oppressor 
nations will have to come to grips with why it was that the oppressed nations needed a new 
democratic stage and what things like the civil rights movement were, including how they 
were twisted by the oppressor nations into assimilationist movements. During the re¬ 
civilization stage, the ex-oppressor nation will live without the power to oppress oppressed 
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nations and come to understand why independent national courts and police among other 
things were necessary for the oppressed nations. In the re-civilization stage, the ex-oppressor 
nation will come to respect the military and political might of the world's majority. Instead of 
sending UN troops to Iraq, Somalia and Kampuchea, the proletarian dictatorship will send 
troops from Somalia, Iraq and Kampuchea to patrol the imperialist countries held in 
receivership during the re-civilization stage. As Mao said, these tasks alone would make the 
socialist transition more difficult in the advanced countries than in the backward countries. 
Yet even this does not describe in full all the difficulties of socialist transition in imperialist 
countries that are already apparent. 

When Lenin originally wrote about the labor aristocracy’s returning to the proletariat, he 
believed that world war would bring about European revolution in his lifetime. On the other 
hand, he was prepared to admit the possibility that it might not happen in his lifetime if 
mili tarism and super-exploitation managed to convert the workers of certain imperialist 
countries into a petty-bourgeoisie. 

The consolidation of the labor aristocracy in the imperialist countries has several 
implications for the socialist stage of revolution in imperialist countries: 

1. Nowhere will racial integration be the direct goal, because the oppressor nation 
people will not be ready for integration until after some generations have passed. For 
a strategic length of time the oppressor nation people will undergo thought reform to 
prepare for re-entry into humyn relations with other peoples. 

2. Oppressor nation people will generally not hold the predominant roles in the 
administration of oppressed nation affairs even in the event of transitional Soviet 
forms of government. 

3. There is a high likelihood that the labor aristocracy will never be re-proletarianized 
before communism is achieved. 

4. Reparations will be necessary to undercut Titoism in which people who happen to 
live on top of gold mines, oil wells or other sources of wealth do not have their 
wealth re-distributed in the name of “local control.” 

5. Reparations will be necessary not just as justice to the Third World but to undercut 
the material basis for oppressor nation chauvinism including the mythology of 
oppressor nation “productivity.” Just as children raised only seeing Blacks as slaves 
cannot be expected to have a well-rounded perspective of the Black people, a child 
raised in a society where ex-oppressor nation workers work with several times more 
capital at their disposal than oppressed nation workers cannot be expected to 
understand the real reason for a difference in “productivity” between nations. The 
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question of reparations is one central item to the necessity of an historical stage in 
which the oppressor nation peoples are cleansed of parasitism. Thought reform by 
itself will be futile for the oppressor nation if the economic basis of parasitic thinking 
is not destroyed. 
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The White-Collar World 
and the Origins of the Cheka 

MC5 | 1 December 2005 


For decades now the Amerikan and European so-called Leftists told the world that 90% of 
the population either has an interest in socialism or is somehow revolutionary. As time goes 
on, it becomes harder and harder to hide the fact that the employment profile of the united 
States is in what Marx called the parasitic “unproductive sector.” By 1980, a majority of 
whites found themselves in the white-collar sector. 

In the Comintern resolutions pertaining to imperialist countries, the original revolutionaries 
of our time explained that white collar workers are less revolutionary than peasants. 1 
Peasants of course are “petty bourgeois” with the exception of wage workers among them. 
Yet over time, it seems that no one calling herself “Leninist” listens to the original Leninists 
anymore. 

So already in statements of definitions and theory, the Leninists made it clear that what we 
see today in imperialist countries is not the basis for proletarian revolution. In fact, the 
Comintern said they were “beyond organizing” and right in “Left-Wing Communism, An 
Infantile Disorder,” Lenin said he did not expect Amerikan comrades to organize among the 
petty-bourgeoisie. 

J. Sakai has already talked about the history behind the petty-bourgeoisie for Amerikans. 
H.W. Edwards touched on Europeans and Amerikans. What may come as the biggest shock 


1 "In Western Europe there is no class other than the proletariat which is capable of playing the significant 
role in the world revolution that, as a consequence of the war and the land hunger, the peasants did in 
Russia. But, even so, a section of the Western-European peasantry and a considerable part of the urban 
petty bourgeoisie and broad layers of the so-called middle class, of office workers, etc., are facing 
deteriorating standards of living and, under the pressure of rising prices, the housing problems and 
insecurity, are being shaken out of their political apathy and drawn into the struggle between revolution 
and counter-revolution... 

It is also important to win the sympathy of technicians, white-collar workers, the middle and lower- 
ranking civil servants and the intelligentsia, who can assist the proletarian dictatorship in the period of 
transition from capitalism to Communism by helping with the problems of state and economic 
administration. If such layers identify with the revolution, the enemy will be demoralized and the popular 
view of the proletariat as an isolated group will be discredited." ("Our Attitude to the Semi-Proletarian 
Strata," from Alan Adler, ed., Theses, Resolutions and Manifestos of the First Four Congresses of the Third 
International, pp. 293-4.) 
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of all is that Lenin had concrete historical experience with this problem in Russia, not just in 
leading an anti-war movement. 

In explaining why socialism broke through in Russia and not the most advanced capitalist 
countries, Stalin explained that Russia was the “weakest link.” While some were calling 
Russia prior to 1917 a French colony and while some referred to Russia as a German colony 
in 1918, Lenin made the rather bold assertion that Russia was imperialist, perhaps “semi¬ 
imperialist” or barely imperialist, and the most backward imperialist, but imperialist by the 
skin of its teeth. 

The Cheka were Lenin’s secret police, the first Soviet secret police. Most comrades should 
already know that the Cheka carried out the repressions in the era of the “Red Terror” of the 
Civil War in Russia. We commonly hear that the first jobs involved hooligans and looters 
running the streets in disorderly Russia. From there it would only be a question of which 
ministry or military unit was carrying out repressions during the Civil War. One thing for 
sure, Lenin made it clear that he was repressing people. What we should not forget is that 
the first repressions necessitating a Cheka and not just ordinary police came against white 
collar so-called workers. 

We can learn of this in Lenin’s letter to Dzerzhinsky of December 7, 1917. 2 According to 
Lenin the entire civil service was raising a strike and driving the city into a food shortage. 

The bank then issued propaganda in its own name to rebut Lenin! It claimed it was still 
distributing enough money for people in the city not to starve. Lenin returned to the subject 
again on December 14th and called for major organizational steps upon penalty of being 
brought before revolutionary courts. 

The Bolsheviks had a much stronger position in 1917 than any communist movement has 
had in the imperialist countries since: 1) the people in Soviet elections gave majorities to the 
Bolsheviks in the two major cities of Petrograd and Moscow; 2) soldiers lined up for the 
movement especially in the major cities and across the board the Bolsheviks had the good 
fortune to be the only party sensible enough to call for an end to World War I. Even the 
anarchists of the time lodged in the “Left SRs” wanted to continue the war against Germany. 
Thus the Bolsheviks were able to seize the cities of Petrograd and Moscow by insurrection. 
The rest is as they say, “history.” 

The seizure of power was not so quick so that white collar workers did not know what hit 
them. The Bolshevik power seizure in fact had several dry runs in 1917 starting with 
February, but also in April. The basic issues were well known to all as each political party 
had its own press. The various parties discussed the seizure of power at a time when the 
public interest in politics was at fever pitch. Yet despite Bolshevik troops swarming in the 


2 An Amerikan college course translation says that Lenin's letter disapproved repressive measures 
mentioned against the civil service on December 7th. Another translation says he approved them. In any 
case, the Cheka started in connection to State Bank workers. 
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streets, the white-collar worker waged a general strike, not for the Bolsheviks but in the face 
of armed peasants now called soldiers. 

This white-collar movement was not only not an accident, it had real spine. With troops and 
commissars ordering them to turn over money, bank employees repeatedly denied the 
Bolsheviks even after the seizure of power. The bank had the nerve to continue sending the 
ex-tsar his allowance approved by the previous government. Not only that, the previous 
government also continued to withdraw money in semi-exile internally with 40 million of the 
total of 610 million rubles withdrawn in a week. On repeated occasions, bank employees 
stared down guns barrels and said “no” to the Bolsheviks. 3 As we can imagine, this was an 
even bigger issue then than it would be today, because of the gap in education between bank 
employees and those who might want to replace them. 

Even once in power, Lenin’s first $5 million in rubles from the bank came from an armed 
robbery where Bolsheviks with rifles had to threaten their way all the way into the vault. 
They could not set up a more orderly way of extracting money from the bank. 

By mid-December 1917, the general strike of civil servants was still on against the 
Bolsheviks. Workers in Foreign Affairs, Enlightenment, Justice, Supply, Customs and the 
State Bank refused to work including lower-ranking civil servants. City workers in Moscow 
quit their jobs and the strikes spread into the provinces. The strikes did not end until Lenin 
broke up the Constituent Assembly in January, 1918. Thus as we followers of Lenin often 
say there was a concrete example of the importance of politics to the economy. Only after a 
change in the qualitative situation in political life was it possible to promote lower-ranking 
civil servants to do what the upper-ranking ones had refused to do. 

In 1917 it would be reasonable to think that the white-collar strike in Russia against Lenin 
was an historical aberration. As it turns out, no one has managed to surpass Lenin in the 
imperialist countries. What could have been a one-time thing has turned out to be the rule 
largely because white collar workers have become an expanding portion of the imperialist 
countries. It was not to be the case where Leninism would usher in advances making it 
possible to organize white collar workers for revolution in the imperialist countries. Quite 
the contrary, as MIM has said many times, bringing the white-collar worker to political life 
on his terms means awakening counterrevolution. It is the labor aristocracy that is the main 
force for fascism, so organizing that class for its demands promotes fascism, whatever the 
intentions of the organizer. The proof is what happened to Lenin. We deny all imperialist 
history since then only to the disadvantage of the proletarian struggle. 

Recently, some comrades at It’s Right to Rebel! took fire from our Liberal crypto-Trotskyist 
critics for wanting to set up “One Big Gulag” and even slavery over the exploiters inside u.$. 
borders. Our critics are either denying what happened to Lenin and why the Cheka got 


3 Richard Pipes, The Russian Revolution (NY: Knopf, 1990), pp. 527-9. 
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started or they are like anti-communists everywhere trying to exaggerate what the Cheka was 
doing to repress the bourgeois elements. The two choices of our critics are the ostrich 
approach to history and the practice of classes or the slander-Lenin approach. For those 
Liberal rationalists who ask “why can't I organize them [white collar workers] with the 
truth?” the problem is that classes are classes and not individual people subject to 
persuasion. It is not a question of having the individual will to struggle with people. Saying 
so implies that one imagines she will be more persuasive and stronger-willed than Lenin and 
MIM is here to say that is an unrealistic “voluntarist” assumption. (The root word of 
“voluntarist” is “volunteer.”) More important than one’s individual will is the historical truth. 
Summing up history and not breaking the bond of theory and practice means summing up 
the white-collar worker in practice in the imperialist countries since 1917. A summation of 
that history unavoidably leads in MIM’s direction, not the direction of MIM’s critics. 
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Principles, Strategy, Tactics 
and World War II 

MC5 | February 1994 


MIM recommends Richard Krooth’s Arms and Empire for an analysis of the underlying 
economic bases of World War I and World War II. It is now widely accepted that World 
War I was a war over colonies. World War II was again largely a war over colonies - 
England, France and the United States on the one hand and Germany, Italy and Japan on 
the other hand. As we can learn from Mao Zedong, Japan was a new and rising colonial 
force. Germany and Italy were stripped of colonies in World War I. They wanted to move 
up, but found their path blocked by other colonialists. 

The Ex-ORU (Organization for Revolutionary Unity) Analysis 

On the Roots of Revisionism is an analysis of the united front, published in 1979 by the now 
defunct ORU, but it was influenced by Mao, as well as Hoxha in his more correct aspects. 
Drawing from a fairly wide literature, the strength of this book is its sense of political 
periods. The authors weigh carefully at each moment in history what the best political road 
forward is. It clearly demarcates between Trotskyism and right opportunism and takes a 
generally materialist approach. 

The book also undertakes a little concrete analysis of conditions in the United States with 
regard to labor, Blacks and women. J. Sakai’s Settlers: The Mythology of the White Proletariat is still 
superior, though we can read Revisionism to connect these issues with the role of the 
Comintern. However, the book is weak on the question of the labor aristocracy. Secondly, 
Lenin died before these issues of fascism and the united front could develop fully. However, 
as is typical, the ex-ORU authors of Revisionism quote Lenin on the split in the working class 
to emphasize that Lenin regarded the social-democrats as part of the workers’ movement 
and not a bourgeois political party. 

Precisely the parasitism and decay of capitalism which are characteristic of its highest 
historical stage of development, i.e., imperialism. As is proved in this pamphlet, 
capitalism has now singled out a handful (less than one-tenth of the inhabitants of the 
globe; less than one-fifth at a most “generous” and liberal calculation) of 
exceptionally rich and powerful states which plunder the whole world simply by 
“clipping coupons.” Capital exports yield an income of eight to ten billion francs per 
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annum, at prewar prices and according to prewar bourgeois statistics. Now, of course, 
they yield much more. 

Obviously, out of such enormous superprofits (since they are obtained over and 
above the profits which capitalists squeeze out of the workers of then “own” 
country) it is possible to bribe the labour leaders and the upper stratum of the labor 
aristocracy. And the capitalists of the “advanced” countries are bribing them; they 
bribe them in a thousand different ways, direct and indirect, overt and covert. 

This stratum of bourgeoisified workers, or the “labor aristocracy,” who are quite 
philistine in their mode of life, in the size of their earnings and in their entire outlook, 
is the principal prop of the Second International, and, in our days, the principal social 
(not military) prop of the bourgeoisie. For they are the real agents of the bourgeoisie 
in the working class movement, the labor lieutenants of the capitalist class, real 
channels of reformism and chauvinism. In the civil war between the proletariat and 
the bourgeoisie they inevitably, and in no small numbers, take the side of the 
bourgeoisie, the “Versaillese” against the “Communards.” 1 

In the first place, Lenin said there was a split in the whole working class, not just between its 
leaders and the workers. Indeed, he was explicit that a whole stratum of workers got the 
bribes, not, as the social-chauvinist Trotskyists try to tell us, just the leaders. When he 
mentioned a figure for a population affected, he did not refer to the less than 1% of the 
world who are imperialists. He quite firmly counted the populations of the imperialist 
countries at the time as 10-20 % of the world population. 

Elsewhere, Lenin also explicitly said the seal of parasitism doomed “entire” nations. 

Secondly, MIM noticed that even in the 1921 edition of Imperialism , Lenin said that the 
plunder of the whole world had increased quantitatively. The coupons “yield much more.” 

From this MIM concluded that it had better analyze the conditions of the working class 
internationally to discover where the split lies, where the fault lines are. Furthermore, if 
Lenin updated his own figures from edition to edition of his pamphlets and found the 
superprofits increasing, MIM had better do the same and calculate the nature of the 
penetration of imperialism relative to the size of its working class. 

MIM has found that Lenin was correct and that there is a basis to bribe the Amerikan 
working classes and that in fact such bribery must be going on to an extent to affect the 
entire Amerikan working class by any reasonable calculations. (See MIM Theory 1 and follow¬ 
up in issues 2/3 and 4.) 

Meanwhile, our ex-ORU comrades who generously included this quote from Lenin in their 
book did not take Lenin to heart. Instead they polemicized with MIM on this point and even 


1 Lenin, from the preface to Imperialism, in Revisionism, pp. 200-201. 
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found the Revolutionary Communist Party, USA (RCP-USA) too hostile to their 
economism. Like the Progressive Labor Party (PLP) before it, the ORU comrades wanted to 
follow the Trotskyists into drowning in industrial worker fallacies. Basing itself in the 
industrial working class and even achieving some tactical victories within its standards of 
success, MIM is not surprised to see the ORU dissolve entirely. 

ORU liquidated itself to join a revisionist-reformist coalition with a common practice in the 
Jesse Jackson campaign. While genuine (if fleeting) Maoist groups like the Black Panther 
Party (BPP) had to be smashed by the imperialists, the Maoist sound-alikes like ORU 
consciously based themselves in the industrial working class and, not surprisingly, they 
turned out as reformists just as Lenin said they would. They had turned a blind eye to the 
bribery all around them, partly because of the bribes they themselves received. 

Implications of the Split in the Working Class 

Were the Parties and the Comintern itself strong enough ideologically and 
organizationally to deal with the united front against fascism in a principled way 
without falling into the abyss of opportunism? (And if not, why not?). 2 

The misunderstanding of the split in the working class holds back the analysis of fascism and 
World War II. It is also a crucial point for MIM’s own analysis. Most communist and non¬ 
communist analyses start with the assumption that the industrial working classes in all the 
imperialist countries were exploited in the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s. They don’t distinguish 
between the working classes in countries that had colonies and those countries that had no 
colonies (or were themselves colonies). 

Stalin was closer than the ORU to hitting the mark on this question. He did not know what 
we do now about the working class conditions of the imperialist countries, but he did have 
experience in seeing Lenin lead his party past the Mensheviks. As he told the Germans in 
1925, he knew that until the communists were the clear choice over the social-democrats in 
Germany, there could be no hope of German revolution. 3 

Sakai has already written the closest thing to a history of the moment when there was an 
exploited Amerikan working class. From Sakai we learn to break from the straight-jacket 
ideology imposed on us by Trotskyists and other social-chauvinists that the Amerikan 
working class fits the assumption of one case of capitalist relations among many that Marx 
talked about in Capital. We learn instead that the Amerikan working class is not and was not 
exploited for the better part of this century. By the 1920s, the United States had joined the 
winning side of a world war for colonies - a material fact that must be accounted for in 
assessing the revolutionary potential of the working class. 


2 On the Roots of Revisionism, p. 192. 

3 Robert C. Tucker, Stalin as Revolutionary (New York, 1972), p. 227. 
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Meanwhile in Germany, a near-revolution after World War I almost changed the course of 
history. It appears in that case the subjective forces (the vanguard) were not ready to take 
advantage of a revolutionary opportunity. 

Germany in the 1920s had no colonies. The masses there had a choice: to gear up for forcing 
their country’s way into the ranks of the colonial powers or to bring down the whole system 
and join with the Soviet Union to make a pivotal socialist bloc. Germany chose to look West 
instead of East. 

If ever there was a period in history where the outcome teetered between revolution and 
counterrevolution, Germany of the 1920s and 1930s was that period. While the Depression 
in 1929 had the effect of radicalizing many in the imperialist countries, in Germany it had an 
even greater effect. 

In European politics, much attention is paid to the principles that separate fascism from 
bourgeois democracy and social-democracy from communism, steers away from these 
philosophical discussions and instead starts with an analysis of political economy. 

Sakai has done this for the United States. For Europe, H. W. Edwards, in J^abor Aristocracy: 
Mass Base of Social Democracy (Aurora: Stockholm, 1978) has done much to lay bare the 
opportunism propagated in the name of the “general crisis of capitalism.” For decades in 
Europe, the various leaders proclaimed the dissolution of social-democracy (and its social 
base, the labor aristocracy) through stagnation and economic crisis. 

We should now be aware that there was no —revolutionary opportunity in England of any 
kind, ever. It had won the war and was the top colonial power. Engels once said that there 
was no working .class politics in England because of the colonial “feast.” 

In the United States, the objective conditions for revolution did exist in a limited way up till 
the 1930s, but not because of the Great Depression as the economists and social chauvinists 
asserted. In the United States, a revolutionary opportunity was lost again because of a 
combination of repression and a shortage in the subjective forces for revolution 

Most “communist”-chauvinist analyses of this period focus on the Communist Party, USA 
(CPUSA) and the Congress of Industrial Organization (CIO) unions it built. While it is 
important to understand the success of the CPUSA, conditions for revolution in the Black 
Belt South also existed, from the moment the Civil War ended. 

The 1928 Comintern thesis on self-determination for the Black Belt nation was a big step 
forward, but even that was too little too late. By the end of World War II, the chance for a 
Black nationalist sharecropper revolution in the South was gone. The pace of 
industrialization of the Black population had increased very rapidly in the war, because 
during the war women and Blacks were given roles not usually accorded to them 
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Some of Sakai’s comrades have written about Black movements at the time and their 
relationship to the Communist Party. Yet comrades Tani and Sera, who wrote False 
Nationalism, False Internationalism , condemn Stalin, and claim that the CPUSA destroyed what 
could have been a promising Black revolutionary nationalist movement. 

The implicit assumption of Tani and Sera is that Stalin and the CPUSA central leadership 
were 'all-powerful and could have made the Black revolution a success, and it was in fact 
their fault that the Black comrades didn’t organize their own separate revolutionary 
nationalist organizations. (It’s this kind of excuse-making for political immaturity that we 
also see in the case of the Spanish civil war and again in Greece after World War II where 
the actions of the revolutionaries are blamed exclusively on Stalin.) 

Had a Mao Zedong arisen in the South around 1900, there would have been the kind of 
revolutionary movement that would factor heavily into the considerations of the united front 
during World War II. Yet although the economic conditions for such a movement existed, it 
did not happen. Nonetheless, we must look at the past also through the eyes of those Black 
communists who did organize at the, time. 

Through their eyes, we must see that there were material conditions for revolution, though 
those conditions were eliminated with the growth and penetration of U.S. imperialism. 
Through the eyes of the Amerikan working class though, the Depression of 1929 put 
communism squarely on the agenda, but it could not shake off the memories of the benefits 
of empire from the “roaring ‘20s” right away. No crisis succeeds in instantly eliminating the 
history that preceded it. That's something today’s cheerleaders of Euro-Amerikan labor need 
to realize more keenly than their Depression-era counterparts. 

The roads that lay open to the Amerikan working class were too many for revolution to arise 
in the early 1930s. The Amerikan working class would first try to fix what seemed to bring 
economic growth only a short while ago. To fix it, the working class would naturally try 
reform first. It would also have to try extensive unionization. In fact, the working class got 
to try these things very quickly, during Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal. 

CPUSA leader William Foster correctly summed up this mood among the industrial workers 
in 1936: “The workers believed the promises of Roosevelt.” 4 The legalization of crucial 
aspects of union-organizing (such as collective bargaining) cleared the way for Amerikan 
workers to negotiate with the imperialists on a more favorable footing. 

This stands in marked contrast to the situation of the Black nation, which had plenty of 
historical reasons to know that revolution would benefit them. The benefits of empire had 
not clearly extended to them, and indeed the white ruling class still ruled with political forms 


4 William Z. Foster, Highlights of a Fighting History: 60 Years of the Communist Party USA (New York: 
International Publishers, 1979), p. 101. 
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short of bourgeois democracy. A new democratic revolution would have been welcomed by 
the Black masses. 


In this regard, the subjective forces were to blame. Why there was such a gap between the 
objective conditions and the subjective forces is something we cannot presently answer. We 
can only surmise that severe repression at a time when the existing mode of production had 
not exhausted itself for Blacks squelched the creation of subjective forces for revolution. 

Since Amerikan imperialism was on the upswing and relatively united, the opportunity for a 
revolutionary movement did not exist. Throughout the world in fact, the anti-colonial forces 
finally got their chance in World War II, so the Blacks in North America were not the only 
people with revolutionary conditions and a lack of political opportunity/subjective forces 
until World War II. 5 Mob lynching and legal lynching were both common. In just one 
example, a Black youth nearly received the death penalty for circulating an antipoverty leaflet 
that did riot even mention violence. 6 

We must understand the material conditions of the time to understand what was possible for 
the revolutionary movement and hence what was opportunism and what was correct 
analysis. We have more sympathy for the Amerikan communists who thought that 
organizing unions among workers as if they were exploited was the way to go in 1930. It’s 
not nearly as bad as doing the same thing in 1994 - after decades of consolidated bribery 
that will not be forgotten even with another crisis. 

However, even in 1930, the communist forces should have taken stock of Lenin on the split 
in the working class. They should have done some calculations. They should have 
understood the full meaning of U.S. imperialism being on the upswing. All these things had 
been told to them years earlier by Lenin. They had read all these works, but still saw the 
labor aristocracy as small and the majority of workers as exploited. 

They also should have noted the struggle in England before and during World War I and 
Lenin’s criticism of the social-chauvinists there. In effect, labor and its political 
representatives supported World War I in order to gain jobs and social security. 

Yet, despite all this, MIM is not aware of anyone at the time who said that the working 
classes should not organize politically for their economic demands in the imperialist 
countries. Trotsky mentions one Dr. Pepper who sounds somewhat like MIM, but Stalin had 
him removed from Comintern leadership as a concession to “Trotskyist prejudice,” as it was 
rumored according to Trotsky. Perhaps in retrospect, it was correct to try organizing Euro- 
Amerikan labor demands, because reformism had not exhausted itself sufficiently. Even 
Lenin spoke of what could be learned from the Labor Party’s elections. 


5 For something of the conditions communist organizers faced in the South organizing industrial workers 
and farmers, see Foster. 

6 "The Angelo Flerndon Case," Foster, pp. 72-4. 
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Indeed, in Germany, despite all the ruckus about attacking “social-fascism” - the social- 
democrats as the twins of the fascists - the communist party there did make great gains even 
as measured by vote counts, compared with the social-democrats. If the electoral road were 
an important part of communist strategy in Germany, then the communists were successful 
in the early 1930s, by winning many seats in the legislature. 

Such election results can be seen as a vindication of the communist strategy step-by-step. 

The results can also be contrasted with the situation in the countries that did have colonies. 
In England and the United States, the communists did not come close to this popularity. 
While the German communists received a good portion of seats in the legislature, the U.S. 
communists could not exceed 1% and the membership of the party in this good period for 
the party was 14,000 in 1932, 24,500 in 1934 and 41,000 in 1936. 7 At the height of Soviet 
popularity during World War II and the heyday of Cla mainstreaming, the CPUSA achieved 
100,000 members from 1944-45. 8 

It appears the German communists were not ready to go to armed struggle once a certain 
legitimacy had been gained. Hider had gained power legally with the help of the social- 
democrats and his party had gained vote totals as large as the communists’ and social- 
democrats’. 

Hitier proved to know when to advance to the next stage qualitatively. The communists, on 
the other hand, were not prepared and implicitiy relied on a crumbling bourgeois-democratic 
state that they had successfully attacked. Though the support from the masses for the two 
sides was apparently about equal, the fascists triumphed easily once the battle went to the 
streets. Once the communists were crushed, it must be said that the German working class 
rallied behind Hitier to try his way out of crisis - an attempt to become the top colonial 
power. This was always a danger given the potential of Germany as an imperialist power. 

The appeal of that road taken by the working class declines as the power marshalled by the 
country declines, and also as the number of competitors for the same booty increases. 

The German communists certainly suffered a terrible loss. The social-democrats go back and 
ignore their historical treachery and say that the communists should have made greater 
concessions to the social-democrats and prevented a fascist takeover in Germany by uniting 
with the social-democrats. While the two combined did have the power to control the 
government, the question is to what end? 

Also, with a growing fascist menace, what was the best means of mobilizing workers for an 
eventual civil war with the Nazis? Compromise with the social-democrats entailed the risk of 
alienating the workers and sending them to the Nazis. It also risked confusing them with 
legalisms in the preparations for dealing with the Nazis. Hence, we see that the question of 
friends and enemies occupied a lot of time and energy in the 1920s and 1930s. With all that 


7 Foster, p. 100. 

8 J. Sakai, Settlers: The Mythology of the White Proletariat, p. 127. 
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has been said, MIM does not do full justice to the situation here. We merely point out 
something of the balance of forces in Germany compared with North America and England. 

The CPUSA's Alliance with FDR 

Many critics of the CPUSA look back on this history and see that it violated the taboo 
against reformism. The CPUSA seemed too soft on Franklin Roosevelt. In retrospect, MIM 
does not believe the CPUSA could have created a revolutionary situation in Amerika in the 
1930s. At the same time, the success of the CPUSA, relative to U.S. history and certainly not 
German history, generated economism and reformism. 

The CPUSA was the best there was for Amerika. Ironically, the CPUSA took the correct line 
on World War II, but for the wrong reasons. 

From the point of view of the international proletariat, to expect too much from the 
Amerikan working class would have been a mistake. Keeping it out of the clutches of 
Nazism and a greater pan-Aryan alliance was an accomplishment in itself. Exhausting legal 
channels to mitigate the problems of unemployment and poverty was also necessary. 
Furthermore, in all this work organizing unions and fighting for the welfare state, the 
communists gained some popularity by Amerikan standards. 

When calculating a strategy, the leaders of the international proletarian movement must do 
the most to account for strengths and weaknesses in order to win the greatest victories 
possible. Any international strategy counting on the Amerikan working class to rise from 
below for revolution in the 1930s and 1940s would have failed and cost all the power of the 
oppressed built up through previous steady tactical victories. 

It would have been an ultraleft mistake to have pinned that much hope on the bought-off 
workers of the United States who still had many reforms and a world war to try before they 
would (hypothetically) give up the spoils from the system. That the world was lurching to 
another world war and that U.S. imperialism would have some role was well understood by 
the early 1930s and earlier. 

To this day, after decades of consolidated bribery of Amerikan workers, too many 
“communists” are waiting for an economic crisis to bring socialism. These idealists will not 
understand the nature of an economic crisis on the level of 1929 if it does come, because 
they won’t understand the aspirations of Amerikan workers based on its past alliance with 
imperialism as a labor aristocracy. Even the most wretched economic crisis does not 
eliminate history overnight. 

Yet because of the peculiar conditions of World War II, the labor aristocracy could make 
one small contribution and the CPUSA correcdy asked for that contribution. During World 
War II, the communists asked that the workers not strike so that more materials and energy 
would find their way to the front against the Nazis. 
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The Amerikan working class was not ready to accomplish revolution, but it was a good 
achievement for the working class to support anti-German American patriotism and to view 
the Soviet Union as an ally. MIM supports the Stalin-era CPUSA in its call on workers not to 
strike once Germany invaded the Soviet Union. 

In the first place, a strike would have been by the most privileged workers in the imperialist 
system, those already bribed, so the economic demands in themselves were not valid. In the 
second place, a strike would have slowed down the war effort of the United States against 
Germany. 

Many now say that World War II was principally an inter-imperialist war and that the Soviet 
Union was wrong to call for international support in the fight against German imperialism. 
They believe that had the Soviet Union been defeated by the Germans and occupied that 
socialism may have arisen elsewhere, perhaps on even more territory. 

This was definitely not the case in the United States. The contribution that the Amerikan 
working class could make was limited. Although the Comintern didn’t have exactly the same 
reasons as MIM, it believed U.S. imperialism was ascendant and hence its goals for the 
American communists were limited. 

Here we exclude the formation of a Black republic. If a Black liberated territory had formed 
in the 1930s, then its struggles would have had a different character than that of the 
Amerikan working class’s. 

Even in the case of the formation of a liberated Black territory, it would be hard to say that it 
should have taken advantage of the fight with the Nazis to free itself from the U.S. 
imperialists. Sentiment among Black people also opposed the fascist alliance, for among 
other reasons fascist Italy’s occupation of Ethiopia and the fascists’ ideological hatred for 
non-white peoples. Had a Black nation formed, perhaps it could have struck a deal with the 
Amerikan nation — freedom of operation in exchange for a united effort against Germany. 
Nonetheless, the formation of a Black liberated territory did not happen, so this question did 
not arise in a practical way. 

Years later, George Jackson disagreed with Stalin on the question of World War II, arguing 
as J. Sakai does in Settlers , that Black people had no interest in World War II. 9 

Sakai liquidates the role of the class-conscious forces in formulations that equate neocolonial 
governments with communist governments. According to Sakai, the revolution in China and 
the Soviet Union had the same weight as the oppression of Puerto Rico and. Mexico by U.S. 
imperialism. 10 Hence, in Sakai's analysis, there was no reason to support the Western 


9 Sakai, p. 91. 

10 Ibid., p. 94. 
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imperialists against Hitler in the case of the Black nation while there was a reason for the 
Chinese and Albanians. 

This point of view is true to a mechanical internationalist vision out not very realistic in 
terms of what actually happens in the process of revolution. It is in effect, a bourgeois 
internationalism, one that equates bourgeois led movements with proletarian led movements 
- saying that the bourgeois movements should not be sacrificed for the proletarian ones, 
because all countries are equal - a very moralistic approach that doesn’t work. 

Something that Sakai does not mention in Settlers is that the sentiment against Hitier was not 
just Euro-Amerikan rhetoric — as hundreds of Black men and women went to Spain to fight 
on the side of the Republican government against Hider-backed fascist forces in the Spanish 
Civil War. This was not the usual case of conscription of Blacks by a white government. 
These Black fighters volunteered for international brigades that went to Spain to fight 
fascism. Here again the CPUSA played its internationalist role in organizing men and women 
to go to Spain. 

Yet at the same time that hundreds laid down their lives in armed struggle in Europe, the 
party in the United States took an increasingly reformist oufiook. The CPUSA itself was later 
to refer to this period as “revisionist” and the CPUSA went through some internal upheaval 
ending in the departure of Earl Browder, the General Secretary of the CPUSA from 1930 to 
1945. 

MIM finds it humorous that Gus Hall and the revisionists of the CPUSA of 1979 still had 
the gall to criticize Browder. Through the 19708, 1980s and 1990s, the CPUSA was tailing 
after and supporting elements in the Democratic Party that made the ones Browder tailed 
after look radical. However, consistency in the CPUSA since Khruschev has not been a 
strong point. 

For its own opportunist purposes, the revisionist CPUSA of 1979, which published the 
Fighting History, needed to claim continuity with the CPUSA in its glory days. Ironically, if 
this meant condemning as revisionism something in the 1940s that the CPUSA was doing 
right now, then CPUSA shamelessly did so. The CPUSA should have concluded from the 
necessity of its backsliding that its analysis of the labor aristocracy was wrong and it was no 
longer appropriate to pursue the old course of flattering the Euro-Amerikan working class. 

As a matter of fact, the reformism of the recent CPUSA was worse than Browderism, 
because that much more time had passed to clarify the nature of the labor aristocracy and 
reformism in the United States. Meanwhile, the CPUSA of the 1940s was able to face this 
problem much more honestiy than the revisionist CPUSA of later decades. In 1945, William 
Foster himself, perhaps under pressure from Moscow, was able to report some responsibility 
for the problems of the period. Through the following we can see that the CPUSA retained 
some mechanism for changing its line and recognizing revisionism: 
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Yet it is a fact that I have held ana fostered certain opportunist illusions regarding the 
post-war role of the anti-Axis sections of monopoly capital. And in so doing I 
contributed toward the main errors which our national leadership was committing. 11 

The CPUSA of 1938 explained the social forces at work and explained why it maneuvered in 
the wake of the great FDR steamship: 

The New Deal wing of the Democratic Party, created under the leadership of 
President Roosevelt, is supported by a great following, largely unorganized, of 
workers, farmers and city middle classes... It furnishes today the broadest framework, 
albeit a precarious and incomplete one, for the gathering of the full forces of the 
democratic front of the majority of the people in the 1938 elections. 12 

Even in 1979, the CPUSA was able to see, like its predecessors, that Amerikan labor was 
firmly in the clutches of Franklin Roosevelt: “The New Deal won wide support and held an 
ideological grip on the people, especially the working class. The Communist Party was not 
exempt from these social pressures.” 13 

Unfortunately, in 1945, the CPUSA was still not able to see the nature and extent of the 
labor aristocracy and petty-bourgeoisie in the United States. By 1979 it was completely 
inexcusable: all the socialist revolutions in the East and the many anticolonial liberation 
movements had occurred. Mao Zedong had clarified many issues on an international scale 
that the CPUSA chose to ignore. The international proletariat had stood up more and more 
clearly and loudly and still the CPUSA couldn’t hear it. 

The CPUSA since Browder has been rooted in the labor aristocracy that masqueraded as a 
section of the international proletariat. For this reason the CPUSA was not able to resist 
revisionism and despite the favorable influence of international forces on the CPUSA in 
1945, it soon re-collapsed into Browderism - tailing after one section of monopoly capital or 
another — as soon as revisionism in the Soviet Union prevailed. 

In contrast, what MIM is doing will prevent the problem through a careful analysis of the 
social forces in the United States who really have similar interests to those of the 
international proletariat. And MIM has already said that if that means we can at best organize 
20-30% of the people, so be it. 

A small but non-revisionist party can make some small contributions through its influence 
on a moderately strong proletarian element in North America; and that would be better from 
the perspective of the international proletariat than having a large but revisionist party that 
only ends up collapsing into reformism. 


11 Foster, p. 220. 

12 Ibid., p. 177. 

13 Ibid., p. 174. 
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On the battlefield, the revisionists will field 10 brigades that run in confusion and shoot each 
other down, while MIM will field one brigade that will contribute solidly to the cause of the 
international proletariat. In the end, the MIM brigade will also have a larger material 
presence than the revisionists’ brigades. Much of this is already seen, as the CPUSA 
crumbles before our eyes and leaves MIM as the sole communist organizer of any kind in 
some cases. 

The CPUSA under Browder is only the first major example in party history in the United 
States of the general law of the period: Those supposed vanguard parties that base 
themselves in the labor aristocracy — including a narrowly defined Euro-Amerikan industrial 
working class — will inevitably fall into one of two things: 1) Reformism and liquidationism, 
or 2) Trotskyism or crypto-Trotskyism. 

The ORU on Browderism 

On the Roots of Revisionism is a 400-page book saying the incorrect strategies of the WWII era 
were the roots of revisionism. The ORU line is more correct than Browderism. 
Unfortunately, the ORU book is overly traumatized by having to steer between the 
Trotskyist ultraleft and the Browderist right. In not so many words, the ORU concludes that 
since Browderism ended up being the concrete problem, it was necessary to steer toward 
Trotskyism a little bit in the questions it raises. Instead of taking as givens the debate as 
handed to it by the- Trotskyists and the Browderites, the ORU should have redone its 
political economy 

In any case, the ORU dedicated 30 pages in a chapter to an analysis of Browderism. 14 One 
reason that it gives for the emergence of Browderite liquidationism is the liquidation of the 
Comintern itself in 1943. 15 From the description given throughout the book, the picture 
emerges of a CPUSA’s letting the Comintern solve all its major problems of line. The ex- 
ORU comrades went so far as to conclude that such an organization as the Comintern was 
necessary for the immature parties of the imperialist countries to exist at all. 16 

Communists have the responsibility to evaluate their own conditions and actions, and not 
simply blindly follow the mandates of a Comintern. Mao knew when to ignore Stalin and the 
Comintern while staying within some kind of international discipline. 

Typical of much incorrect thinking about the Stalin era, the ORU excuses Browder for 
dissolving the CPUSA because the Comintern dissolved. It is anti-communist to assert that 
comrades are unthinking and incapable of their own responsible action. 


14 See Revisionism, pp. 379-410. 

15 Ibid., p. 394. 

16 Ibid., p. 410. 
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Another ORU excuse for Browderism is that the CPUSA dissolved its factory nuclei in the 
late 1930s. This suits the OR’s fancy that somehow it must all be related to a deviation from 
the industrial working class base. 

The ORU does not stop to consider that the CPUSA’s industrial working class base was at 
its all-time high and the liquidation ism colored by optimism about the American Federation 
of Labor (AFL) and, FDR was its logical political expression - the logical political expression 
of the labor aristocracy to whose demands the CPUSA had carefully catered. Indeed, the 
CPUSA thought of itself as so much on the offensive (as its own growth justified), it seemed 
the working class could operate in the open through the AFL and the Roosevelt wing of the 
Democratic Party. Hence, there was no longer a need for a CPUSA. 

As Sakai points out, the steel and mining workers left the CPUSA between 1939 and 1942 
not to join something more radical but because they thought of themselves as having 
succeeded already. 17 It was precisely its success in achieving labor aristocracy demands that 
damaged the CPUSA. 

Furthermore, it does not speak well of the workers in the CPUSA that they quit at such a 
crucial time as the period between 1939 and 1942. They were perhaps influenced by the 
ultraleft - which abandoned the Soviet Union because of the 1939 Stalin-Hifler pact - 
without joining it in anarchist or Trotskyist movements. 

But by 1940, the right was the problem. Browderism was not a problem when more than 
75% of CPUSA membership in the early days came from foreign language associations. 
When immigrant workers were the largest basis of the CPUSA, the only charges to be heard 
were maybe some “sectarianism” and a little “ultraleftism.” In those days, World War I, the 
creation of the Soviet Union and the battle against imperialism were at the forefront. Once 
the demands of the industrial working class took the lead, the CPUSA sealed its own doom 
as a revolutionary organization, even though its membership reached its height at the same 
time as the Browderite revisionism. 

The ORU goes on to tell us that “Policy came from above. Thus policy (and leadership 
generally) was provided (at except the very highest level) by the college-educated, those who 
had ‘come from’ the petty bourgeoisie or bourgeoisie.” 18 

The ORU never explains when this was not the case for the CPUSA. The question is really 
why this problem came to express itself as Browderism in the late 1930s and onward; and 
the ORU must twist and turn to do everything it can to avoid concluding that it was taking 
up the demands of the Euro-Amerikan working class itself which catapulted the CPUSA 
into having “an extremely low ideological level” and its general chaos of revisionism. 19 


17 Sakai, p. 128. 

18 Revisionism, p. 408. 

19 Ibid., p. 407. 
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Just when the communists scored unprecedented gains organizing the CIO and going on the 
“offensive” for Euro-Amerikan workers, the party turned revisionist. It did not just have a 
small ultraleft “deviation” or a rightist “error” here and there. By all accounts, Browder 
managed to consciously and in print liquidate class struggle and the CPUSA. While 
international pressure helped right the CPUSA for a period, it quickly fell back into 
Browderism with a new name a few years later — this time permanently. 

Unfortunately, we can also say that the ORU fell for Browderism as well and in fact Browder 
may have been more correct, because he at least once belonged to a vanguard party. The 
ORU never did and more consciously practiced a general liquidationism, while Browder only 
felt that particular historical circumstances had made the CPUSA irrelevant as an 
organization. Hence, we can say that Browder got the last laugh on the CPUSA and the 
ORU. 

One root of ORU liquidationism was a line on the vanguard party shared by many of our 
comrades in Europe and Quebec. It was a vague and idealist formulation by Stalin that has 
led many to liquidationism. 

Although MIM cannot say what the situation was in semi-imperialist Russia, it can say from 
the experience of imperialist countries that waiting for the conditions that Stalin talks about 
in Foundations of Leninism is pure idealism. 20 In every society there is a most advanced pole, 
embodied in a party, or, if there is no party, an organization or single individual. The 
materialist scientific method says we can find that most advanced pole. That is the key. 
Ideological line is decisive and we can find it by concrete comparisons. 

Marx is a good example. He wrote the Communist Manifesto at age 29. When Karl Marx was 
just starting his organizing career, there was no excuse for anyone not to work with him, just 
because he did not have a full-scale party organization or thousands of industrial workers as 
backers. Though his circumstances were so moderate that Engels had to support him just to 
keep him alive, Marx represented the most advanced thought in 1848. Whether he knew it or 
not, he and Engels were the vanguard. Their organization was the vanguard party in 
Germany. 

The RCP Line on the United Front under Stalin 

The ORU correctly pointed out that Trotsky was the first to hold to the line that there was 
no difference among the imperialists fighting in World War II. Likewise, the RCP-USA 
continues to characterize the war as “principally” an inter-imperialist war. Criticizing Stalin, 
the RCP says of the states involved in World War II: 


20 Revisionism, p. 374-5. 
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They came to be defined simply as “aggressor” and “non-aggressor” states, which 
tended to cover the thoroughly imperialist - moribund, vicious, exploitative, 
predatory - nature of the “non-aggressors.” 21 

Georgi Dimitrov was a Bulgarian communist put on trial for burning the Reichstag in 
Germany. Stalin got Dimitrov out of Germany in 1934 and put him to work in the 
Comintern, where he was a highly influential theorist of the Comintern debates on the 
United Front. Despite other errors, Dimitrov correctly pointed out that there was a socialist 
state in the USSR and the fascists were a qualitatively new phenomenon, since they sought to 
occupy other imperialist powers. 22 

The Soviet Union could not have survived without its temporary alliances in World War II. 
Many critics from countries that hardly suffered any war damage, including the RCP-USA, 
have unjustly condemned the Soviet Union for lacking in internationalism at that time 

The critics forget that despite all the alliances and change of tactics from World War I, the 
Soviet Union still suffered more than 20 million dead in World War II. Reality 7 demonstrated 
that Stalin had a great ability to foresee the future and he turned out to need every bit of the 
help for which he asked. In this regard, MIM believes that the people who do the fighting 
against imperialism deserve the credit. When it comes to internationalism in World War II, 
the Soviet Union played the greatest role and did not just ask for the most support - it gave 
the most support. It is shameful that the “Left” phrasemongers, largely from countries 
relatively unbruised by the war, can say such nonsense about Stalin and World War II. 

Even when it comes to the liberation struggles oppressed by Anglo imperialism, World War 
II did not have to be a setback just because the Soviet Union took the side of the Allies. The 
Soviet Union, the Chinese Communists and others took the chance to gain some freedom of 
operation. With the communists solidly 7 on the Allies’ side, there were deals to make for such 
freedom of operation including rhetoric for colonial independence in exchange for 
cooperation against the Nazis. 

Throughout the world, the liberation forces used the breathing space created by the inter¬ 
imperialist rivalry to build up their armed strength. The Soviet Union also necessarily built 
up its strength, an important factor in the coming anti-colonial struggles after World War II, 
not just as a geopolitical factor that constrained the imperialists, but also as a direct example 
to the Third World of development and military strength as possible independent of 
imperialism. 

Just as Lincoln used the slaves to fight the South and hence had to promise freedom as a 
reward for fighting, so too the situation in World War II. In conflicts between ruling classes, 
the oppressed can always make great gains. 


21 Revisionism, p. 133. 

22 Ibid., p. 132. 
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The Mistaken General Crisis Line 


Another influential line held by communists internationally, including the Marxist-Leninst 
Party Deutschland, the Communist Party of the Philippines and the Monthly Review school of 
scholars is the “general crisis of capitalism” line applied to the economies of the imperialist 
countries. In this view, expressed by the Comintern, revolutionary crisis was permanent in 
the era of imperialism and revolution was permanently around the corner. 

While this may sound like a perfect ultraleft deviation, it also had use as an excuse to 
reconcile with the labor aristocracy, which many believed would momentarily return to the 
proletariat in the midst of economic crisis. Obviously, MIM is not a fan of the “general 
crisis” line for the imperialist countries, because with the exception of the prediction made in 
1929, it has resulted in incorrect predictions year after year. Meanwhile, MIM apparently 
agrees more with the position of Dimitrov in later years that his error tended to block 
comrades from making concrete analyses of their immediate conditions. 

The Social Democrats who headed the bourgeois democratic state pushed through 
counter-revolutionary compromise in the Workers’ and Soldiers’ Councils in 
November/December 1918. That compromise was the proposal to hold elections to 
the National Assembly in January, 1919 and dissolve the Councils at the same time... 
Meanwhile, the Social Democrats formed an alliance “with the old rulers of the 
military and civil service” who murdered the Communist leaders Liebknecht and 
Luxemburg in January, 1919, and, under Social Democratic leadership, established 
“systematic terror” against German workers and revolutionaries through 1919. 23 

We must understand the history of social-democracy. At crucial points it voted for measures 
to help the Nazis and it helped Hitler to his legal posts in government. While it legalized the 
Nazi para-military forces, it also clamped down on the communists. 24 

Trotsky, ORU and. a “consensus” in the European and Amerikan “Left” have said that 
Stalin would have laid a better, more steady course, if he had not labelled the social- 
democrats “social-fascists.” The line goes that if the communists had united with the social- 
democrats in time, the Nazis would have been kept from power. Furthermore, since the 
Nazis did come to power and massacre the communists across the country, the first error led 
to a second error, which was to adopt the “popular front” in France. The “popular front” is 
widely considered a “right” error, following after the “ultraleft” error as if to make up for the 
original “ultraleftism.” 


23 Revisionism, p. 91. 

24 Ibid., pp. 93-4. 
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MIM is not prepared to accept the consensus view that social-democracy should have been 
distinguished from fascism, especially in Germany. There were too many recent historical 
parallels between social-democracy and fascism, too many common historical roots. 

First, the lessons of World War I were too fresh on the communists’ minds to easily forget 
how badly the moderate socialists (known as social-democrats) betrayed the workers by 
leading them into imperialist war. Second, the blood of communists in 1919 could not be 
easily forgotten. Nor could the repression of demonstrations in 1929. Third, the social- 
democrats’ legal role in both helping the Nazis to their posts and preventing communists’ 
armed struggle while overlooking the Nazis’ - these would be hard to overlook. In short, for 
the politically astute worker, it would be difficult to distinguish between Nazism and social- 
democracy in any principled way. 

The position of Trotsky on this question is particularly contradictory, as Trotsky seeks to 
have it both ways. He seeks to emphasize how German revolution is central to the success 
of all revolutions and should be hastened immediately, while at the same time he wants to 
distinguish between the Nazis and social-democrats and unite the social-democrats with the 
communists. 

If there is any practical substance to what Trotsky was saying in his disputes with Stalin in 
the mid-1920s, it is that Trotsky felt somehow the Comintern must be prepared to aid the 
Germans and also prepare the army to invade Germany to tip the scales of revolution at the 
crucial moment. 

Yet Stalin’s strategy of pointing out social-democratic collaboration with the Nazis worked 
precisely to hasten the revolutionary situation - as Trotsky supposedly wanted. It 
contributed to the polarization of the German masses. The social-democrats’ influence 
declined, while the communists’ rose. 

This proves that the policy of equating social-democracy and fascism did work and did the 
most to hasten the revolutionary situation. On the other hand, the treachery of social- 
democracy again proved pivotal. While the Nazis enjoyed legal advantages, the communists 
could not arm themselves legally. According to the ORU, the social-democrats repressed the 
Red Front in 1929 while continuing to allow legalized right-wing paramilitary groups. 25 

In essence, the “Left” in the West found itself shocked by the rise to power of fascism. It 
never really understood the role of social-democracy and simply found it too hard to believe. 
Combined with the horror of World War I, it was almost unspeakable what the social- 
democrats had done. 

The communists contributed to this difficulty whenever they forgot the “split in the working 
class.” Many speeches still spoke of “the” working class. Even those that acknowledged the 


25 Revisionism, p. 93. 
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split often believed that the labor aristocracy would come around soon, especially in the face 
of fascism. For this reason, some did not expect the social-democrats to go so far in 
suppressing the communists and tolerating the Nazis. Perhaps they imagined that the social- 
democrats would seek at least a balance of power, with the labor aristocracy as the pivot. 

The truth is that to this day the rank-and-file social-democrats and social-democratic 
intellectuals are not willing to face up to their national-chauvinist, racist and imperialist role 
in World War I. Many do not know, or blot out, their role in the murder of communists. 
And finally, the social-democrats still cannot accept responsibility for putting Hitler in 
power, failing to resist him when he moved against the communists and then following him. 

Likewise, many supposed communists cannot face reality and so they humor the social- 
democrats in saying that the social-democrats were only so bad because the communists 
broke up some social-democratic meetings and called the social-democrats “fascists.” In this 
way, the communists make excuses for the social-democrats. They.do not understand that 
the labor aristocracy is an ally of imperialism. After killing or cowing its genuine proletarian 
element, Germany went to war as a united nation. The labor aristocracy never wanted to 
resist. This is what all the apologists for the social-democrats miss - the material basis for 
what happened in the 1930s. 

Here’s what happened at the crucial moment in February 1933: 

The Germany Communist Party, at the prodding of the Comintern, called for a 
general strike against the Hitler government in early February, 1933. “The trade 
unions did not move, and the Communist elements within them were unable to prod 
them into motion at such short notice... The strikes petered out... In the hour of 
decision the apathy of the majority of Germans was appalling. They succumbed to 
the Brown terror with barely a whimper.” 26 

There are those, like Trotsky, who say that a policy of united front with the social-democrats 
would have brought at least a whimpering working class government and would have 
prevented fascism. For reasons not widely discussed in the debate over the class pedigree of 
such a united front, Stalin was correct in not pushing for a united front government that 
would have been dominated by the labor aristocracy social-democrats. Stalin’s reasoning was 
simply that a social-democratic Germany, was the most likely to line up with the Anglo- 
French alliance for anti-communist maneuvers. At least in the case of the Nazis, there was 
an obvious stated intention to take over the competing imperialists. Hence, if the Bolsheviks 
could not seize power in Germany, the choice between the Mensheviks of Germany and the 
Nazis of Germany should go based on their foreign policies. Stalin detected that the social- 
democratic foreign policy was selective hostility to the Soviet Union, while Nazi aggression 
was aimed in all directions. 


26 Revisionism, pp. 108-9. 
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It was Lenin himself who instructed communists to take advantage of all such divisions 
among the imperialists. In fact, Lenin was the first to introduce a pro-German tilt into 
foreign policy: "’’Germany is one of the strongest advanced capitalist countries, and so it 
cannot put up with the Versailles treaty. Herself imperialist but pinned down, Germany must 
seek an ally against world imperialism... Here is a situation we must utilize,” said Lenin in 
1920. 27 

This orientation of Lenin’s laid the basis for Soviet cooperation with Germany after World 
War 1. On Soviet territory, the Germans trained their troops and conducted military 
exercises so as not to be in violation of the Versailles treaty, or at least so as not to get 
caught. Hence, influential reactionary circles in Germany appreciated its relationship with the 
Soviet Union more than its relationship with the West. The Social Democratic Party on the 
other hand was more pro-Western. Ironically, as late in the post-World War I Soviet- 
German collaboration as 1934, Hitler would make speeches in front of the Reichstag where 
he referred to Stalin’s “last great speech” and paid homage to the traditional German-Soviet 
relationship since Versailles. He made a point of saying there was no anti-Soviet sentiment 
brewing in Germany contrary to what some were saying. 28 

Many have said that Stalin changed his position on the class pedigree of the united front 
after Nazi advances taught him a lesson. According to Trotsky he lurched from ultraleft in 
Germany (by opposing alliance with the Social Democratic Party) to right in France of the 
popular front, going so far as to admitting the bourgeois “Radical Party” to the popular 
front. MIM does not believe France faced a revolutionary situation, while Germany 
potentially did. Hence, Stalin was right to roll for big stakes in Germany and settle for- 
stopping fascism in France with the popular front. We say all this tongue-in-cheek, because 
there is very little that Stalin could influence from his position in Moscow. It was more a 
question of his taking advantage of opportunities created by forces not of his making. 

The critics like to say that Stalin misjudged the strength of the French military and 
underestimated the German one. This is true, but it is more true of all other analysts at the 
time. No one predicted Hitler’s monumental successes. Yet though he could not prevent 
those successes, Stalin pushed a complicated and unpopular maneuver on the French 
communists. He told the French government in 1935 that the Soviet Union had nothing 
against its military preparations. As a result the French communists stopped opposing 
military budgets and conscription requirements. 29 This was a bold move by Stalin, who 
dumped the usual communist prescription opposing all imperialist military build-ups. In the 
case of Europe, Stalin judged that the imperialists were so unevenly matched that it was 


27 Tucker, p. 226 

28 Ibid., p. 257. 

29 Ibid., p. 343. 
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necessary to build up France for a fight with Germany. France still fell in two weeks, but 
Stalin had had the correct idea on how to prolong inter-imperialist rivalry. 

Much later, some organizations claiming the banner of Mao in Australia and the United 
States claimed that we should favor building up U.S. military strength because the Soviet 
social-imperialists were the “main danger” from the late 1970s on. MIM opposed this line at 
the time and still does, but we should point out there is nothing in principle that makes such 
an approach automatically incorrect. At the time there was no socialist bloc to defend and 
the case for seeing the Soviet social-imperialists as the principal danger to proletarian forces 
was not very good. Hence, we disagree with the analysis of the Soviet “main danger” 
concocted by the Chinese revisionists and their supporters for the late 1970s and 1980s. 

Related to this is the question of the Three Worlds Theory. (See “Historical Applications of 
Line, Strategy and Tactics.”) Many organizations across the world have made this theory a 
dividing line question and MIM does not agree with that decision. The Three Worlds Theory 
was a strategic conception and as such depended on a detailed analysis of the balance of 
forces. To expect all good Maoists to agree on the reality of the balance of forces at any time 
is too much to expect as a dividing line question and will have the effect of weakening the 
proletarian forces. The resolution of the issue should be left to majority rule under 
democratic-centralism, unless some comrades err in counting revisionists as part of the 
socialist side in the balance of forces. 

We disagree that there was anything inherently morally impure about the Three Worlds 
Theory because of the class alliances it proposed. Since we believe Stalin was correct to take 
up the Non-Aggression Pact with Hider and he was also correct to lean to the Allied side 
after the German invasion in 1941, we can hardly write off the Three Worlds Theory out of 
hand. It is only the naivete and moralism of the stateless that condemns all strategic 
conceptions like this out of hand. 

MIM itself rejected most aspects of the Three Worlds Theory, so we have agreed with the 
instincts of the international communist movement on this question. On the other hand, as 
in August 1939, we cannot afford harboring the naive within our ranks. Stalin was correct 
that inter-imperialist rivalry was the “greatest ally” of revolution, so we can afford to dirty 7 
our hands a bit to foment that division where possible. 

Compared with Stalin’s, Trotsky’s ideas received hardly any critical scrutiny. The “anyone 
but Stalin” movement outside the Soviet Union is one reason that Robert Tucker did not 
notice any contradictions in Trotsky’s positions on the question of the united front. In his 
typical support of liberalism, Tucker noted the Dewey Commission’s vindication of Trotsky. 
The Liberals argue that Trotsky’s “Clemenceau Declaration” would not be considered 
treason if only the Soviet Union accepted liberal democracy. In the rush to sympathize with 
anyone ready for liberalism, the critics dropped all critical thought regarding Trotsky. 
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When it comes to the united front and inter-state politics, the contradiction in Trotsky’s 
position can be summed up this way: He favored an alliance with the social-democrats in 
France and Germany, and criticized the communists for ultraleftism in the early 1930s 
because they saw social-democrats as the “main danger” since they were “social-fascists,” as 
Stalin said. Yet while Trotsky was for alliance with social-democrats, he was for civil war 
against Stalin and his “bureaucracy.” Combined, these positions of Trotsky’s merely proved 
that he had resumed the hateful anti-communism of his Menshevik days. No wonder the 
critics all find it so easy to quote favorably both Mensheviks and Trotsky in the same breath. 

Summing Up the Ex-ORU Line on the United Front 

To return to the question at hand, we can offer this pithy quote from ORU: “There is no 
question that the defense of the Soviet Union as the main task led to pacifism and 
opportunism within most of the world Communist parties.” 30 

MIM disagrees and believes that this problem has been overblown; a close examination of 
the Comintern documents would show that it is based more on Trotskyist fantasy than the 
reality of what Stalin and the Comintern were holding up as line. As a counter-theory for 
what happened, MIM would say that inadequate consideration went to the conditions 
internal to the imperialist countries. Stalin did not expect much from the Amerikan, British 
and French working classes and he was right, if not always because he recognized the extent 
of the labor aristocracy in those countries. It was enough to Stalin that capitalism was 
ascendant in Amerika and neither Britain nor France had emerged as losers in World War I. 
For this reason and because of the immediate conditions in those countries, Stalin 
recognized it was not realistic to expect revolutions in those countries. Instead, he held out 
for keeping France from going fascist and he pushed the other imperialists to ally with him 
instead of Germany. In all this he did about as much as was possible. 

According to ORU, 

An interim form of government (“united front government” or “popular front 
government”) leading to a dictatorship of the proletariat. For the capitalist countries 
such a policy was a welcome mat for the rightists and in fact it was one of the primary 
roots of modern revisionism. 31 

Again, MIM does not agree with this prognosis ,of revisionism in the imperialist countries. It 
is a facile attempt to blame such revisionism on Stalin, when in fact there is never any excuse 
for revisionism and the communists of every society or nationality bear the main 
responsibility for their own lines (especially after 1943, when there was no Comintern!). 


30 Revisionism, p. 155. 

31 Ibid., p. 177. 
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ORU, like many others in the post-war world, has agreed with Trotsky that Stalin’s attack on 
German social-democrats as “social-fascists” was incorrect. 32 In contrast, MIM believes 
Stalin took the appropriate risks vis-a-vis Germany, which had a much more realistic shot at 
revolution than the other major imperialist powers. All the obsessing about the class 
pedigree of the united front left out the interconnection of the most important global 
contradictions, especially the inter-imperialist contradiction. In this it is ironically the 
Trotskyists and crypto-Trotskyists who lacked a sufficiendy global perspective, and it was 
Stalin who steered the world into a stage of inter-imperialist rivalry as principal 
contradiction. 

Stalin most fully embodied Lenin’s legacy in the battle against Menshevism internationally, as 
represented by the social-democrats in Germany. It was also Stalin who paid careful 
attention to what Lenin said 33 on inter-state politics and diplomacy: 

To carry on a war for the overthrow of the international bourgeoisie, a war which is a 
hundred times more difficult, protracted and complicated than the most stubborn of 
ordinary wars between states, and to refuse beforehand to manoeuvre, to utilize the 
conflict of interests (even though temporary) among one’s enemies, to refuse to 
temporize and compromise with possible (even though temporary, unstable, 
vacillating and conditional) allies - is this not ridiculous in the extreme? Is it not as 
though, when making a difficult ascent of an unexplored and heretofore inaccessible 
mountain, we were to refuse beforehand ever to move in zigzags, ever to retrace our 
steps, ever to abandon the course once selected and to try others? 


32 Ibid., p. 179. 

33 Quoted in Revisionism, p. 187. 
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Historical Applications of Line, 
Strategy and Tactics: The United Front 

MC5 | May 1993 


In MIM Theory 5, MIM treated the relationship between line, strategy and tactics. Here we 
apply some of that language to the concept of a united front with imperialists. 

Stalin and the United Front 

In this article we discuss the strategic necessity of the united front during World War II, and 
make connections to Mao’s Theory of the Three Worlds. We conclude that Stalin’s strategy 
with regard to dividing the imperialists during World War II was correct. Contrary to 
theories that blame Stalin’s so-called “class collaboration” for the failure of socialist 
revolutions in the imperialist countries, MIM argues that super profits and the growth of the 
labor aristocracy are at the root of revisionism in imperialist-country socialist movements. 

During World War II, Stalin sided with the Allied imperialists and counted them as part of 
the united front. The Communist Party, USA (CPUSA) instructed followers to have a “no 
strike” policy, to refrain from attacks on President Roosevelt and even make approving 
references to the American flag. 1 The Marxist-Leninists had decided that American 
nationalism was objectively progressive during World War II, a time when every nation in 
the world was threatened with Nazi occupation. 

One crucial aspect of the united front, treated in MIM Theory 5, is the relationship between 
single-issue organizing (mass organizations) and the vanguard party. The goal in such united 
fronts is to have proletarian leadership of vigorous and broad movements to attack the 
imperialists. 

Another aspect of the united front is the occasional and temporary unity of communist 
movements with bourgeois or imperialist states - as a matter of dividing those imperialists. 
Trotskyists, including Revolutionary Communist Party, USA (RCP) Chairman Bob Avakian, 
have succeeded in obliterating this issue within the international communist movement, 
maintaining instead that communist movements should never work for tactical unity with 
imperialist or otherwise bourgeois states. 


1 See for example, "The Trotskylte 5 th Column In the Labor Movement," by George Morris. New Century 
Publishers, 1945. 
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Furthermore, in America in Decline, Raymond Lotta and the RCP argue that inter¬ 
imperialist rivalry is a necessary form of the anarchy of production, which is correctly seen as 
one of the two component parts of the fundamental contradiction between private 
appropriation and socialized production. Thus, according to the RCP, imperialists will not 
cooperate to divide up the socialist camp. Consequently, there is never a reason to side with 
one imperialist bloc against another. One implication of the RCP line is that Stalin needlessly 
worried about dividing up the imperialist camp during World War II. A related corollary of 
the RCP line is that the next inter-imperialist war could be nuclear war, and hence the 
proletariat cannot afford to go even two rounds. It has to win in one big round, go to 
knockout imperialism with a first-round knockout. Such is the attitude whipped up around 
Avakian’s book, A Horrible End? Or an End to the Horror? We wish that at the very least, the 
RCP would separate this analysis of nuclear war strategy from having to go back and criticize 
Stalin and Mao. 

The most important justification for the Stalin policy was that the socialist Soviet Union 
faced German attack. Hence, Stalin played the imperialists off against each other, using 
Amerikan nationalism. 

In addition, the Marxist-Leninists eventually argued that fascism is qualitatively more evil 
than ordinary imperialism. First, fascism occupied imperialist countries and exterminated 
national self-determination in direct ways that the other imperialists did not. Second, and less 
important, fascism is the open dictatorship of the bourgeoisie instead of just the more 
masked dictatorship of bourgeois democracy. 

Arguing for simultaneous world revolution and defeatism in all inter-imperialist conflicts, 
many Trotskyists said that the CPUSA was incorrect in its united front with imperialists. 
They also argued that a communist movement could prepare the way for a post-World War 
II depression and renewed revolutionary class struggle. 

In contrast, MIM believes not enough attention is paid to the contradiction between the 
socialist camp and the imperialists. Certainly there was inter-imperialist rivalry, but MIM 
would argue that the most important ways history changed in World War II had to do with 
the unravelling of the imperialist/socialist contradiction. Hence, in retrospect we can see the 
contradiction between the socialist camp and the imperialists was the principal contradiction 
for a crucial period. 

Stalin chose to expand the socialist camp by dividing the imperialists instead of letting the 
imperialists divide the socialists. Crucially, our analysis hinges on two points: 

(1) Most importantly, the Germans came very close to subjugating the Soviet Union. From 
MIM’s interpretation of military history (that we share with many bourgeois historians), the 
Nazis only lost because of strategic blunders. One blunder was dividing their forces on the 
eastern front instead of seizing the oil fields on the southeastern front first and then 
finishing off the Soviet Union. 
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Another mistake was staying too true to Aryan racial purity ideas and hence not allying with 
those of “inferior” racial stock among various nationalities to overthrow the Soviet Union 
from within. Perhaps another mistake was to start with France and then take out the Soviet 
Union. If Hider had taken out the Soviet Union first without taking over Poland it is 
possible the West would not have raised an eyebrow. Instead, perhaps Hider shared the 
common European view that France was the tough nut to crack and once cracked, the 
Soviet Union would fall like a house of cards. 

(2) If Germany had won the war with the Soviet Union, fascism would have ruled the world 
and left the international proletariat on qualitatively weaker ground. The triumph of fascism 
would have meant a detour from revolution - another round of nations liberating themselves 
and another round of democratic movements in countries where these movements were no 
longer progressive, this all in the midst of an ever-decaying imperialism. 

The real test of something is its success in promoting socialist modes of production, not 
whether or not it offends naive and moralizing people. In this sense, we agree with the now 
defunct Communist Workers Party that you cannot judge a movement or state by its foreign 
policy. You have to look at the modes of production. 

Every ounce of effort was necessary to save and expand the socialist world. That meant 
letting the imperialists fight by making it worth the while of one imperialist side to redivide 
German and Japanese interests instead of Soviet interests. Hence, there was no time for 
strikes or negativity about the American flag or FDR. To be taken seriously as a partner in 
dividing up German/Italian and Japanese interests, Stalin had to sweeten the deal and 
remain silent about the American flag. Likewise in the Non-Aggression Pact, Stalin 
sweetened the deal with Hitler by fulfilling terms of the deal that included material 
provisioning of Hitler’s forces. 

Underlying this position is an understanding of the crucial role that the German-Soviet 
conflict has played in world history. That conflict was the principal contradiction in the 
world during World War II for a crucial portion of the war. Nothing else would have 
mattered if a united Europe had come under Nazi rule. 

Mao Zedong and the United Front against the Superpowers 

Mao’s Three Worlds theory held that there was a united front against the superpowers, 
principally the Soviet Union, in the 1970s. Mao correctly saw some parallels between the 
revisionist Soviet Union and Nazism. Both occupied traditionally independent nation-states. 
Both had dictatorship against the working class; although, the Soviets were not open about it 
the way the Nazis were, since the Soviets were cloaking themselves in Marxist rhetoric. 

Ultimately, to support the Three Worlds theory, some comrades calling themselves Maoists 
argued that vanguard parties should support NATO. This position was simply echoing 
Stalin’s on playing off the imperialists by siding with one side against the other. Bob Avakian 
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argued against these comrades in the “Sooner or Later” debate regarding whether the Soviet 
Union would be the hegemonic, Nazi-like power “sooner or later.” However, Avakian 
undertook this debate and others on the Three Worlds Theory partly in order to throw the 
baby out with the bathwater. 

At the time, Mao’s Theory of the Three Worlds held that Britain, France, etc. constituted a 
Second World and could be played off against the United States to some extent. The Soviet 
Union and U.S. imperialism constituted the First World — contrary to the common usage of 
the term today to refer to the industrialized countries of both Europe and North America. 

Mao’s theory also united the bourgeois governments of numerous Third World countries in 
diplomatic maneuvering against the Soviet Union and the United States. Like Stalin’s united 
front, Mao’s Three Worlds theory held that using inter-imperialist rivalry was fundamental to 
the conduct of foreign policy. 

Conclusions 

Failures in the united front thus far in communist history may only be blamed on strategic 
error, not line error. Problems deriving from a united front with bourgeois governments are 
only line problems if the proletarian forces are stronger than the bourgeois forces in the 
short-run, and thus the socialist camp does not need to play the imperialists off each other. 
In that circumstance which hasn’t existed yet, merely rallying existing socialist camp forces 
will suffice for victory, and it would be a rightist error or revisionist line to compromise with 
imperialists or national bourgeois forces. 

A strategic error comes from not knowing the correct balance of forces in the medium-run. 
This is a matter of ignorance of material conditions, not a conscious abandonment of 
internationalism or other revolutionary principles. 

The ultraleft would not agree with us, because in effect, to the ultraleft everything is a matter 
of principles and the material circumstances comprising the balance of forces do not matter 
to them. People like Avakian and Trotsky make going on the offensive a matter of principle 
in all contexts, regardless of the likelihood of victory. For example, they would counsel us to 
push for the glorious goal of revolution at all times as if the labor aristocracy for example 
were about to rise up and could be counted on. In another case, the ultraleft in the Soviet 
Union, pushed for the Red Army to go take on Poland and the Germans and 14 imperialist 
invaders all at once as a matter of principled internationalism. The ultraleft blames Lenin, 
Stalin and Mao for taking on the enemy one at a time and the ultraleft is always ahead of 
material conditions or ignores those conditions completely as a matter of “principle” — a 
practice MIM refers to as “moralism” or “moralizing.” 

Stalin did not make any line or strategy mistakes during World War II in connection to inter¬ 
imperialist rivalry, despite the claims of many historians trivializing this or that aspect of 
Stalin’s rule. On the other hand, Stalin himself admitted to handling China incorrecdy. Mao 
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proved to have a superior sense of the strategic situation - the balance of forces in China - 
and he was able to go all the way to victory contrary to Stalin’s expectations. Hence, Stalin 
was guilty of a rightist error in this case, but he admitted it and even exaggerated it in the last 
moments leading to liberation in 1949 in order to fool the imperialists for Mao’s benefit. 
Underestimating the Chinese Revolution was not an issue of principle for Stalin, simply a 
case of not knowing what could be done with existing material forces. Good comrades will 
make such mistakes all the time. 

For his part, Mao appears to have made some strategic and tactical errors in Angola. The 
general premise that Soviet revisionism must be fought was not incorrect and there was 
definitely superpower contention there. However, Mao appears to have been fooled as to the 
long-term nature and strength of the U.S.-backed forces he supported in Angola. This had to 
do with a problem getting accurate information on the nature of the concrete forces in 
Angola, not a problem of Mao’s line. 

One could also argue that Mao made a mistake on the Three Worlds theory, because the 
Soviet Union’s social-imperialism has proved to fade away and was not the “main danger.” 
On the other hand, one could argue that because of the success in applying Mao’s theory, 
Mao’s China was critical to unravelling that social-imperialism and leaving the U.S. 
imperialists as the hegemonic imperialists - and that now there is a need for a new strategy 
to account for the new balance of forces. 

After World War II, or even before, the First World communists walked the plank into the 
sea of revisionism, but that was a result of the political economy of superprofits and the 
growth of the labor aristocracy, not because of the long arm of Josef Stalin. 

Despite what seemed to the Trotskyists to be elaborate “betrayals” of principle during World 
War II by Stalin, the socialist camp expanded. Alone, the fact that the socialist camp 
expanded proves that at most Stalin made strategic errors with his version of the united 
front. Actually, MIM is inclined to think he did about as well as could have been done. It 
was not Stalin, but the growth of a parasitic working class in England, France and the United 
States, that sealed the doom of revolutions in those societies and allowed those imperialists 
to retain some grip on the colonies. 
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Review: Settlers 

MC5 | August 1990 


Settlers: The Mythology of the White Troletariat 
J. Sakai 

Morningstar Press, 1983 


MIM has distributed many copies of Settlers , as the text has profoundly contributed to the 
party’s line on the reactionary nature of the white nation, including the white nation working 
class, in North America. MIM does, however, have some criticisms of Settlers. 

Sakai has a dim view of groups like MIM, since Sakai supports armed struggle now. After a 
simplistic reading of Mao’s work, Sakai even finds justification for this position in Mao’s 
writings. (The issue of launched armed struggle in the imperialist countries now is handled in 
MIM Theory 5, Chapter 5, “Armed Struggle Now: An Ultraleft Deviation.”) 

Sakai’s political economy is derived from the Revolutionary Youth Movement I (RYM I). 

For a history of RYM I, MIM recommends SDS by Alan Adelson, or Weatherman , edited by 
Harold Jacobs. RYM I was a faction of SDS that took the strongest pro-nationalist line and 
favored immediate urban guerilla warfare. 

RYM II, which is where MIM has greater sympathies for the most part, was more cautious 
about armed struggle, opposed Trotskyism without cheerleading for every nationalist 
struggle and generally had a more analytical approach compared with the feel-good armed 
struggle crowd. 

Sakai supports nationalist struggles and opposes white nation chauvinism. So even though 
Sakai does not explicitly identify him/herself as a descendant of RYM I, that is in fact where 
Sakai’s ideas come from. And Sakai’s work represents the best that this trend has to offer. 

Most of what MIM has to criticize with Settlers has to do with the beginning and end of the 
book. The bulk of the book is a penetrating exposition of the relationship between nation 
and class as they exist concretely in the United States through history. For the most part, the 
analysis is clear enough for people outside Sakai’s political trend to understand. 

Perhaps the biggest objection to Sakai’s history is his/her rendering of World War II as 
incorrectly handled by revolutionaries in the United States. The analysis starts with a 
quotation from imprisoned revolutionary George Jackson that says it was a mistake to side 
with U.S. imperialists against the Nazis, as Stalin had advised revolutionaries abroad. 
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The problem with this section is that it does not attempt an assessment of the balance of 
forces at the rime and whether the oppressed in the United States would have done better by 
opposing the U.S. war effort. 

Nothing guaranteed that the imperialists would not gang up on the oppressed. Germany was 
occupying the first socialist state, the Soviet Union, which proved to be a powerhouse on the 
side of the oppressed. Why shouldn’t oppressed people side with the Soviet Union (via the 
United States) against Germany? 

Furthermore, could both imperialists have been overthrown? One possibility is that a strong 
anti-war effort by the oppressed within the United States would have succeeded. Then the 
United States would have withdrawn or never entered the war. Roosevelet would have 
negotiated with Britain, Germany and Japan instead. 

This would have cost the Soviet Union and more Jewish people their existence. For that 
matter, Germany would likely have held on to Europe. Getting the United States into the 
war created some space for a number of groups to operate. If the imperialists negotiated 
away their differences, this may have meant more hardship for Third World peoples. 1 

Overall, though, the most important issue in the book is not World War II, but the national 
question. Sakai goes too far in equating the nationalism of the oppressed nations with 
proletarian internationalism. S/he cites the Mugabe regime in Zimbabwe favorably while 
cheerleading for a particular faction of the PLO. On the back page, Sakai includes a picture 
of Ho Chi Minh and a quotation. 

The rest of the book always cites nationalist leaders in a favorable light. 

At the same time, Sakai borrows heavily from Lenin and Mao and decries “revisionism” 
throughout the book. However, cheerleading for nationalist struggles and opposing 
revisionism are not the same thing. 

Of course Sakai is correct that the chauvinist “left” has distorted Lenin’s work on oppressed 
nationalities. Straightening this out is a tremendous favor to the international proletariat. 

But for Sakai to go on to claim that Lenin and Mao as backers is incorrect. In particular, 
Mao’s Chinese Communist Party did not have any fraternal relations with any states except 
Albania. That means it regarded all the rest of the so-called communist world as hard-core 
revisionist or revisionist with the possibility of developing into genuine communist. How 
can one tell what is revisionist? Only Albania’s communist party and other parties not in 
state power supported the continued class struggle under the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
The rest did not see the Soviet Union as state-capitalist. 


1 See M!M Theory 6, The Stalin Issue, for an analysis of Stalin, World War II and the United Front. 
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The Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine was not a Maoist group and did not enjoy 
fraternal relations with the CCP as a party. There were some out-of-power parties that did, 
such as the one in Indonesia that was massacred in the 1960s, but Sakai is not referring to 
these nationalist armed liberation struggles for the most part. 

So Sakai makes the error of confusing support of national liberation struggles with support 
of particular organizations dedicated to revisionism. This is the most important error in 
Settlers. To blindly cheerlead for Ho Chi Minh (while failing to point out what the 
Vietnamese Communist Party thought about the Cultural Revolution and mass struggles) to 
consolidate the dictatorship of the proletariat is the error of overlooking revisionism in the 
name of internationalism. 

Sakai is correct that we only demonstrate our internationalism by supporting nationalist 
liberation struggles of oppressed countries. Yet to really support that struggle it is necessary 
to support a non-revisionist party leading it, a Maoist party. By 1994 it’s clear that without a 
genuine communist party leading, countries such as Zimbabwe, China and Vietnam go back 
into capitalist dependency. 

There are many contexts in which it is correct to simply support a nationalist struggle 
regardless of the organization involved. Especially in the United States where imperialism 
headquartered, internationalists are called on constantiy to oppose the maneuvers of the U.S. 
imperialists. U.S. intervention must be stopped everywhere and national struggles supported 
everywhere. That is not the same thing as supporting particular organizations. 

Vietnam and Zimbabwe are especially bad cases of Sakai’s error. Here supposedly socialist 
construction is underway and the Vietnamese Communist Party and Zimbabwe’s Mugabe 
took incorrect lines in political economy and in regard to the all-around dictatorship of the 
proletariat. They did not recognize Mao’s teachings on the necessity of continued revolution 
under the dictatorship of the proletariat and hence are nothing more than capitalist 
dependencies now. 
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The Anti-Maoist Line on Angola: 
Revisionism vs. Internationalism 

MC49 I December 1994 


Enemies of Maoism from the “left” often point to the role of Maoist China (1949-1976) in 
Angola. Anarchists, Trotskyists, and Soviet-type revisionists unite in saying that Maoism 
proved itself bankrupt by backing organizations which were supported by the United States 
and South Africa. To debunk these simplistic assertions, we will first examine these anti- 
Maoist views, then look at the facts. 

The Anti-Maoist Line 

The anti-Maoist line on Angola originated in Moscow. This line is well-represented by the 
pro-Soviet Communist Party of Canada (CPCa): 

Another source of international tension was the policies of the Maoist leadership of 
the PRC [People’s Republic of China]. China established trade and political relations 
with the fascist junta in Chile and the racist apartheid regime in South Africa. It 
joined the United States and South Africa in giving military aid to reactionary forces 
in Angola in 1975, with the aim of setting up a pro-Western regime in the country. .. 
This scurrilous record demonstrated Maoism’s break with Marxism-Leninism, and 
confronted many people who had been influenced by Maoism with the necessity of 
rethinking their position. 1 

Specifically, “The Soviets... accuse [d] the National Front for the Liberation of Angola 
(FNLA) of being both Maoist and in the pay of the CIA.” 2 Moscow called the FNLA’s 
leader, Holden Roberto, “a puppet of US imperialism.” 3 

Trotskyists and anarchists simply echo Moscow’s line on China’s role in Angola. For 
example, the Trotskyist Sparticist League refers to Angola as an example of why they call 
Maoism “Marxism-Leninism-Henry Kissinger Thought.” 4 


1 Canada's Party of Socialism: History of the Communist Party of Canada, 1921-1976, by the CPCa's 
Progress Books, Toronto, 1982, p. 295. 

2 Alan Hutchinson, China's African Revolution, Westview Press, 1975, p. 237. 

3 G. P. Despande and H. K. Gupta, Somaiya Publications, Bombay, 1986, p. 171. 

4 Workers Vanguard, no. 524, 4/12/1991, p. 6. 
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Even the crypto-Trotskyist Revolutionary Communist Party, USA (RCP), which falsely 
claims to uphold Maoism, cannot restrain itself: 

In relation to Angola, China made a number of significant errors... China’s errors 
were due both to the fact that revisionists had a great deal of influence in matters 
involving China’s foreign relations and to certain errors on the part of the Chinese 
revolutionaries themselves, particularly in tending to view the Soviet imperialists as 
the main danger in the world against whom an international united front should be 
formed. This latter error has a long history in the international communist 
movement, dating all the way back to the time of the Third Communist 
International... China’s continued support for the FNLA and UNITA, even after it 
was clear that they were being used to advance U.S. interests against the Soviets, was 
wrong. South Africa’s invasion of Angola on behalf of the U.S. and on the side of the 
FNLA and UNITA had the effect of considerably raising the stakes involved for 
China in continuing this support and consequently China withdrew this support in 
mid- to late October of 1975. 5 

Reality 

Maoist China supported all three of the main forces that engaged in armed struggle against 
Portuguese colonialism. China started supporting the Popular Movement for the Liberation 
of Angola (MPLA, led by Agostino Neto) in 1958, shortly after its formation in December 
1956. In February 1961, the MPLA launched its armed struggle. The June 24, 1961 issue of 
China’s People’s Daily hailed the armed struggle of the Angolan people against the 
Portuguese colonialists. 6 In the early 1960s: 

The Chinese gave funds. Seldom amounting to more than a few thousand pounds at 
a time, this money could nonetheless be crucial: The MPLA of Angola, for instance, 
got donations which sustained them in the vitally important period at the beginning 
of the sixties when their first blows against Portugal were being prepared. The 
Chinese gave food and medicines and lorries. Now and again guerillas fought in 
Chinese uniform. 7 

In December 1963, China started arming the FNLA, which had been formed in 1962 by a 
merger of existing groups. In 1964, the National Union for the Total Independence of 
Angola (UNITA, led by Jonas Savimbi) formed, and China provided support to them as 
well. In sum, the main thrust of China’s Angola policy was not to support any particular 
faction or factions, but to support the armed struggle against Portuguese colonialism. Even 
in 1970, when the Sino-Soviet split was deep, the MPLA received aid from both China and 


5 Nicholas Cummings, "Angola: A Case Study in Soviet Neocolonialism," in RCP's journal Revolution, 
Spring 1984, pp. 49-50. 

6 Aiaba Ogunsanwano, China's Policy in Africa: 1958-71, Cambridge University Press, 1974, p. 107. 

7 Philip Snow, The Star Raft: China's Encounter with Africa, Weidenfeid and Nicolson, London, 1988, p. 77. 
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the USSR, putting the lie to the anti-Maoist claim that China’s role was principally pro-U.S. 
and/or anti-Soviet. 8 China’s role was principally anti-colonial and pro-Angolan masses. 

On the question of the FNLA: 

The CIA reportedly financed [FNLA leader] Holden Roberto during most of the 
1960s at a paltry rate of $10,000-$20,000 a year until the money was stopped by the 
Nixon administration in 1970 in a conciliatory gesture toward Portugal. It is on the 
basis of this evidence that Moscow has accused Roberto of being “a puppet of U.S. 
imperialism.” However, such an accusation does not hold much water, for like other 
Angolan nationalists Roberto had made it clear that he was willing to receive aid from 
any source. In fact by 1964, the paucity of U.S. aid had led him to the conclusion that 
“the Western countries are hypocritical. They help our enemies. While paying lip 
service to self-determination, the U.S. supplies its North Atlantic Treaty ally, 

Portugal, with arms that are used to kill us.” 9 

Through the early 1970s, China continued to support the FNLA, the MPLA and UNITA. 

By August 1974, however, China was apparently trying to counterbalance the Soviet-backed 
MPLA with its support for the FNLA. 10 In March 1975, Chinese aid to UNITA was 
apparently serving a similar counterbalancing goal. 11 As stated above, opposing the Soviet 
Union was not China’s principal role in Angola. It was, however, a reasonable one. For one 
thing, China, as a socialist state, had an internationalist duty to weaken its principal enemy. 
The Soviet Union was China’s principal enemy at the time; it was actively threatening 
socialist China’s borders. Secondly, history has shown that Soviet imperialism was aiming to 
make Angola a neocolony. On this point, see Cummings. 

Finally, the myth promoted by the pro-Soviet CPCa that “the Maoist leadership of the 
PRC... joined the United States and South Africa in giving military aid to reactionary forces 
in Angola in 1975” needs to be refuted. The crypto-Trotskyist RCP does Maoists no favors 
by spreading the half-truth that “South Africa’s invasion of Angola... on the side of the 
FNLA and UNITA had the effect of considerably raising the stakes involved for China in 
continuing this support and consequently China withdrew this support in mid- to late 
October of 1975.” 

While the CPCa refers to “1975” to imply that South Africa and China simultaneously aided 
the FNLA, and the RCP implies that South Africa’s invasion put China in a position of 
confusion and contemplation, the fact is that it took China only four days to remove its 
advisors and support. South Africa invaded on October 23, 1975. On October 27, China 
withdrew its military instructions and its support to FNLA and UNITA. 


8 Deshpande and Gupta, p. 162. 

9 Ibid., p. 171. 

10 Snow, p. 125. 

11 Snow, p. 126. 
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On November 11, 1975, Portuguese colonialism stepped down. In February 1976, the 
MPLA took state power, marking the start of Soviet neocolonial rule. The neocolonial 
nature of MPLA/Soviet rule is an important point to understand, but it is beyond the scope 
of this article. On that question, see Cummings. 

In sum, Maoist China’s principal role in Angola was not pro-U.S. or anti-Soviet, but anti¬ 
colonial and pro-Angolan masses. Where China used its foreign policy to combat Soviet 
influence, it was doing its anti-colonial, internationalist duty. Those forces who oppose 
socialist alliance with impure forces like U.S. imperialism are either the same forces — like the 
anarchists, Trotskyists, and crypto-Trotskyists - whose purist dogmatism keeps them from 
making the alliances necessary to seize state power and prove that they can do a better job, 
or are - like the Soviet-line revisionists - simply opposed to socialist alliances because they 
are opposed to socialism. 
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On Utilizing Contradictions 
within the Bourgeoisie and the 
Principal Contradiction in 2001 

MC5 | 25 April 2001 


During World War II, Mao Zedong distinguished between comprador lackeys of Japan and 
comprador lackeys of the U.$. and British imperialists. The latter he managed to have “chill” 
relatively speaking for a temporary period of time while he dealt blows against Japanese 
lackeys. According to some Comintern documents, Mao had some doubts about the 
advisability of playing off one set of lackeys against the other and thought it might be 
necessary to teach Chiang Kai-shek a few lessons, despite his leaning toward the U.$. side 
during World War II. 

Nonetheless, and despite what the Trotskyists say, it did work out to some extent for Mao to 
fight one enemy at a time. Chiang Kai-shek even sent Mao money and light weapons, of 
course not enough to upset the balance between Chiang Kai-shek’s reactionaries and Mao’s 
proletarian forces. 

Today, in 2001 in the imperialist countries, we are concerned about the contradiction 
between imperialism and the oppressed nations of the Third World. So that the Third World 
oppressed nations do not have to fight every single imperialist country enemy, there have 
been those who have favored economic nationalism - setting one imperialist country against 
another, to break up the European Union for instance. However, MIM has rejected the 
strategy of fanning economic nationalism in the imperialist countries, as reminiscent of both 
World War I and World War II’s most reactionary aspects. 

Instead, MIM has offered the model of taking the class struggle right to the globalizing 
imperialists as they globalize. We favor the example of how the fight for access to anti-HIV 
drugs in South Africa was won - with international solidarity, not with each section of the 
proletariat going its own way. 1 

The struggle against pharmaceutical companies revealed a small fissure in imperialism that 
we will aim to take advantage of. In particular, there are those companies that have essential 
goods - the more expensive the better for contradictions - that the world’s exploited and 


1 See MIM Notes #233, May 1, 2001. 
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oppressed need and would buy, except that they do not have the money. For each individual 
capitalist-imperialist, it really does not matter where the money comes from as long as 
someone pays for his or her goods. 

In the year 2001, the progressive social-democrat is only the internationalist social-democrat. 
Someone who seeks reforms that tax or regulate imperialist country companies or people on 
behalf of the oppressed nations and super-exploited is progressive and an ally of MIM. 

These social-democrats have some limited prospects of success because of the 
contradictions within the capitalist class. Social-democrats who stir up imperialist country 
economic nationalism or advocate labor aristocracy demands - the traditional social- 
democrat — is MIM’s profound enemy. There has been news in their regard in this past year 
as well - the admission by Austria’s social-democratic party that it did indeed have Nazi 
leaders in its party before, during and after World War II on a secret basis. 2 

Glaxo, Merck and a host of other imperialists face a problem in their humyn-needs industry. 
Their market is the whole world, because they market things that everyone needs, drugs that 
prevent death from AIDS for instance. Those companies like Pfizer fortunate enough to 
have Viagra can sell their drug to the whole world, but they really have a lucrative imperialist 
country leisure-time market. Even if Pfizer paid MIM, we would not lobby imperialist 
country people for tax money to pay for Viagra for the Third World. Viagra is not a humyn 
need and pushing for it would needlessly antagonize the labor aristocracy and perhaps many 
genuine feminists. 

On the other hand, the victory in HIV treatments was so profound and novel, we will have 
to be especially vigilant against “too good to be true” take-backs by the pharmaceuticals. Not 
only have some companies surrendered profits, but they have allowed Third World generic 
manufacturers to make their drugs. 

This is an example of how “intellectual property” can be transformed into “a non-tariff 
barrier to trade” as the Wall Street Journal would say. In other words, we can use the GATT’s 
language of “free trade” to promote the needs of the international proletariat. If Merck 
invents a drug and gets a U.S. patent for several years and then extends it through special 
legislation later, that is an example of a non-tariff barrier to trade. Why? The reason is that 
some Third World generic manufacturer would like to make the drug for its own profit. 

Thus a question arises of fair competition within the capitalist class. When a country has a 
special law that other countries do not have, that country is placed under scrutiny by “free 
trade” logic for setting up special non-tariff barriers to trade. U.S. patent laws are “non-tariff 
barriers to trade,” and that is why the imperialist countries are going to GATT, NAFTA and 
the FTAA pushing so hard for universal protection of “intellectual property” instead of 


2 See MIM Notes 209. 
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admitting that their patent laws prevent hard-working Third World manufacturers from 
making money. 

In the global balance of forces, there are those of us who seek to simply withdraw from 
GATT, etc., by fanning economic nationalism. In contrast, MIM seeks to weigh in on behalf 
of the Third World bourgeoisie against the imperialists and sometimes between one 
imperialist and another, when the proletariat will benefit. In the case of Merck, Glaxo, etc., 
MIM seeks to weigh in on the side of those wishing to make anti-HIV drug production in 
the Third World legal and cheap (no royalties for “intellectual property.”) If our allies say 
that the reason is that they are for “free trade” and they are against “non-tariff barriers to 
trade,” MIM will say that after all we too are for economic cooperation globally in the long 
run. 

On the other hand, milk, egg and cheese producers and many other farm producers in the 
imperialist countries have learned to obtain government subsidies for destroying their 
products and keeping prices high. MIM would prefer to see those subsidies go to 
distributing the food to the Third World. The only problem is that doing so destroys the 
prices in Third World countries, and hence Third World capitalist production, so MIM 
would like to see price subsidies to global agriculture (instead of just U.f>. agriculture) funded 
by imperialist country taxes just as they are now but only in imperialist countries. This would 
be another progressive social-democratic reform undoing the damage wrought by economic 
nationalist social-democrats before. 

Another internationalist social-democratic reform that we have seen was in the global treaty 
to cut back ozone-depleting pollutants. We urge our readers to study our review of Elliot 
Benedick’s book called Oyone Diplomacy. There again it proved possible to take advantage of 
contradictions between the European and U.f>. chemical industries. 

The anti-HIV struggle has had a disproportionate share of queer leadership. MIM believes 
that the past year has shown imperialist country queers did more for the international 
proletariat than all the imperialist country so-called “labor” organizers combined. MIM 
hopes to get some people at Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace and Rainforest Action 
Movement also to realize that they are internationalist social-democrats and friends of MIM. 
These organizations also have tremendous proletarian potential; although some took a turn 
toward chauvinism during the Gore campaign year. 

When multinational corporations or other capitalists have goods that can perish or become 
outdated, they come under special pressure to find customers and fast. For this reason, 
imperialist governments taxing their consumers are an apt target for their sales pitch. MIM is 
in favor of taxing imperialist country people to pay companies (that produce humyn-needs 
types of goods) and regulate companies for the benefit of the international proletariat. The 
imperialist country people will gripe about taxes, but they too benefit from cleaning up 
ozone-depleting production processes globally and from eradicating infectious disease 
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globally. In questions such as food production subsidies, all that is needed is to take existing 
tax dollars and apply them to global food price support instead of allowing imperialist 
country farmers to destroy food and get paid for it while Third World people starve and 
have no price supports for their farmers. 

MIM seeks to utilize contradictions in the enemy camp on behalf of the international 
proletariat. We will not fan economic nationalism simply to have contradictions to utilize. 
However, we do favor pitting humyn-needs sector multinational companies against 
imperialist country governments to obtain free “intellectual property” for the Third World. 
If someone is to pay for that property, it should be the imperialist country governments. We 
also favor pitting the Third World bourgeoisie against the imperialist country bourgeoisie, in 
the name of “free trade” and against “intellectual property.” 

“Intellectual property” is only possible when white-collar workers have had their basic needs 
taken care of - food, clothing and shelter for instance. Without cooperation from the 
productive sector workers, there would be no “intellectual property” producers. That is one 
of the most contemporary implications of the labor theory of value. The proletariat is always 
the revolutionary class bringing new things to the world. Whether it is the struggle for the 
environment or anti-HIV drugs, the proletariat has a new way forward. 
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Again on the Subject of the Masses 
in the Imperialist Countries 

MC5 | 19 April 2001 


Most calling themselves “Marxist” continue to misapply Marxism to today’s conditions. 
There are opportunists changing the definition of “proletariat” and abandoning the labor 
theory of value - usually without explicitly saying so. There are also dogmatists who quote 
from Lenin more than 75 years ago in Russia on conditions in imperialist countries today, 
when Lenin himself never quoted someone from 75 years prior to him on conditions in 
Russia in his day. 

One of the trickiest forms of opportunism and dogmatism stems from the concept of the 
“masses.” Many opportunists use this word to turn Mao into a bourgeois democratic 
populist. Others use it to justify failing to analyze conditions of today, since the masses 
everywhere must be revolutionary and exploited forever, or so the dogmatist reasons, and so 
we do not even have to apply the definition of “masses” today. 

In contrast, MIM has said that in the imperialist countries, the population cannot be the 
principal source of rational knowledge of proletarian politics. This should be obvious from 
the lack of socialist history or revolutionary class struggle in the imperialist countries. 
Nonetheless, MIM finds itself having to defend itself against those who do not know how 
carefully Marx, Lenin and Mao defined the words “proletariat” and “masses” and how they 
used them in their context. In particular, there are no timeless “tactics” that apply to the 
“masses” for all times and places. In this essay, we will distinguish between “population” and 
“masses.” 

It is not a mistake that a more “top-down” approach to rational-knowledge is more 
necessary the higher the percentage of parasites in a population. That is only another way of 
saying that when behind enemy lines, we communists do not simply ape the enemy in all 
ways. We are not fish in the sea seeking to blend in with the enemy population when we are 
behind enemy lines. 

Historically, in Mao’s China, there were people who did have to work behind enemy lines, to 
fight the Japanese or Chiang Kai-shek. There were two main communist complaints about 
those people who worked behind enemy lines. First, of course, was that such people became 
so muted that they became indistinguishable from the enemy, the basic problem of working 
behind enemy lines. (See for example, Mao’s 1944 essay, “Our Study and the Current 


170 



Conditions”). Secondly was that once victorious in revolution, the communists who worked 
behind enemy lines continued to use the same methods they used when behind enemy lines 
- excessive conspiracy, lack of reliance on the population and even a lack of outspokenness. 

In explaining the Bolshevik differences with Menshevism, Lenin says that worker “masses” 
are only in the “thousands” in “One Step Forward, Two Steps Back.” In fact, Lenin says that 
in the beginning of the revolutionary movement, the reference point of the struggle in the 
use of the word “masses” is only a few thousand people! The following very long quote 
from a Comintern speech at the Third Congress addressing many imperialist country 
comrades mentions all the key issues: 

We must prepare for dictatorship, and this consists in combating such phrases and 
such amendments. (Laughter.) Throughout, our theses speak of the masses. But, 
comrades, we need to understand what is meant by masses. The German Communist 
Workers’ Party, the Left-wing comrades, misuse this word. But Comrade Terracini, 
too, and all those who have signed these amendments, do not know how the word 
“masses” should be read. 

I have been speaking too long as it is; hence I wish to say only a few words about the 
concept of ‘masses.’ It is one that changes in accordance with the changes in the 
nature of the struggle. At the beginning of the struggle it took only a few thousand 
genuinely revolutionary workers to warrant talk of the masses. If the party succeeds 
in drawing into the struggle not only its own members, if it also succeeds in arousing 
non-party people, it is well on the way to winning the masses. During our revolutions 
there were instances when several thousand workers represented the masses. In the 
history of our movement, and of our struggle against the Mensheviks, you will find 
many examples where several thousand workers in a town were enough to give a 
clearly mass character to the movement. You have a mass when several thousand 
non-party workers, who usually live a philistine life and drag out a miserable 
existence, and who have never heard anything about politics, begin to act in a 
revolutionary way. If the movement spreads and intensifies, it gradually develops into 
a real revolution. We saw this in 1905 and 1917 during three revolutions, and you too 
will have to go through all this. When the revolution has been sufficiently prepared, 
the concept ‘masses’ becomes different: several thousand workers no longer 
constitute the masses. This word begins to denote something else. The concept of 
‘masses’ undergoes a change so that it implies the majority, and not simply a majority 
of the workers alone, but the majority of all the exploited. Any other kind of 
interpretation is impermissible for a revolutionary, and any other sense of the word 
becomes incomprehensible. It is possible that even a small party, the British or 
American party, for example, after it has thoroughly studied the course of political 
development and become acquainted with the life and customs of the non-party 
masses, will at a favourable moment evoke a revolutionary movement (Comrade 
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Radek has pointed to the miners’ strike as a good example). You will have a mass 
movement if such a party comes forward with its slogans at such a moment and 
succeeds in getting millions of workers to follow it. I would not altogether deny that a 
revolution can be started by a very small party and brought to a victorious 
conclusion. But one must have a knowledge of the methods by which the masses can 
be won over. For this thoroughgoing preparation of revolution is essential. But here 
you have comrades coming forward with the assertion that we should immediately 
give up the demand for ‘big’ masses. 

They must be challenged. Without thoroughgoing preparation you will not achieve 
victory in any country. Quite a small party is sufficient to lead the masses. At certain 
times there is no necessity for big organisations. 

But to win, we must have the sympathy of the masses. An absolute majority is not 
always essential; but what is essential to win and retain power is not only the majority 
of the working class - I use the term ‘working class’ in its West-European sense, i.e., 
in the sense of the industrial proletariat - but also the majority of the working and 
exploited rural population. Have you thought about this? 

Historically as a concrete reference point, in 1894, Lenin was giving tactical respect to an 
enemy that had no army but commanded a few thousand readers and some libraries! Lenin 
said, “However, it should not be forgotten that these slanderers command all the material 
means for the most widespread propaganda of their slanders. They possess a magazine with 
a circulation of several thousand; they have reading-rooms and libraries at their disposal” 
(“What the ‘Friends of the People’ Are and How They Fight the Social-Democrats”). 

Concretely, MIM is fortunate to have Lenin’s writings to know that MIM does indeed 
surpass Lenin at his earliest stages organizationally, while we too would have to give tactical 
respect to the type of enemy that faced Lenin in 1894. While Lenin in his day and MIP- 
Amerika both have large territories to cover, MIM today distributes articles in the five and 
six digits every month just on its web site alone. Lenin did not have this and his newspaper 
in the early 1890s was not physically superior to MIM's in quantity; although we may 
certainly surmise that his literature gathered greater passion from the population, and 
perhaps more people handed his newspapers on than MIP-Amerika’s, thus meaning more 
readers per newspaper. Furthermore, MIM’s prison struggle and prison readership alone is 
reminiscent of Lenin’s reference point of a few thousand people in early stages of struggle. 
Hence, anyone comparing MIM with Lenin on the “masses” and finding MIM lacking just 
did not read Lenin very carefully. 

Lenin remembered bitterly in his “Lecture on the 1905 Revolution,” the “reformists” who 
called him “sectarian” for having only a few hundred organizers and a few thousand people 
as a reference point. The Liberal leader Struve led the attack along these lines; yet today, 
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people continue to attack MIM along the exact same lines. Lenin stood his ground and 
believed even such a small element constituted “revolutionary people.” 

Even in 1915, two years before the revolution, Lenin says he only had 40,000 subscribers. 

He made a point of saying that the tzar could repress 5 or 10 times that number and still the 
40,000 would not be annihilated in influence. (“What has been revealed by the trial of the 
Russian Social-Democratic Labour Duma Group”). 

MIM points to Lenin’s precise conception of masses to refute those trying to pull us in a 
bourgeois populist direction about what our real political roots are and how science is 
actually applied. It goes without saying that a party of millions can address hundreds of 
millions of people, but at earlier stages of revolutionary development the word “masses” can 
be demagogy, a kind of god that supports nihilism or reformism. 

Somehow, with the international proletariat's luck in drawing enemies in imperialist 
countries, the Trotskyists and crypto-Trotskyists such as Avakian criticizing us “Lin 
Biaoists” manage to foul up the word “masses” from another angle, by denigrating the 
exploited and oppressed masses of the Third World. Against these Trotskyists, the term 
“masses” must be defended. On the other hand, within the imperialist countries we get the 
social-democrats and other left-wing elements of parasitism trying to have us worship the 
enemy population as “masses.” Both ultra-purist Trotskyists and reformist left-wing 
elements of parasitism use the term “masses” only to denigrate the Third World oppressed 
and exploited while glorifying the labor aristocracy. 

Mensheviks have made too much of Lenin's and Stalin's relative distrust of the population 
compared with Mao’s. Lenin said in What Is To Be Done? that Russia was a “politically 
enslaved state, in which nine hundred and ninety-nine out of a thousand of the population 
are corrupted to the marrow of their bones by political subservience.” For this reason, he 
thought it might be defensible to have a communist party which commanded loyalty and 
obedience to itself instead of the state. Thus, some Mensheviks think that for Lenin to say 
what he did about the labor aristocracy is not surprising, while Mao was more friendly to the 
“masses,” which includes the labor aristocracy by this line of Menshevik reasoning. 

Yet, we must remember that Lenin lived in a semi-imperialist country, one that had “Great 
Power” status at the time Lenin lived. Mao lived in a country that once had “Great Power” 
status but was in fact super-exploited and oppressed. Hence, we can say Mao was correct to 
have more reliance on the population of China than we have on the population of the 
United States or Lenin had in Russia's population. 

This is to leave aside the fact that Mao was careful in defining the word “masses.” When he 
says “mass line,” it is not an excuse for spontaneity or bourgeois democratic prejudice. 

Mao’s “mass line” is universally correct, but only if it is universally correctly defined and 
applied. 
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Here in the imperialist countries we often fail from step one — defining friends and enemies 
based on the appropriation of surplus-labor, which is the connection between Marx’s Das 
Kapital and the political theories of Lenin and Mao. Political theorizing and strategizing in a 
void without Marx’s labor theory of value is rank opportunism, creating a bourgeois political 
philosophy of a pre-scientific sort, whether or not it is in the guise of Marxism. There is no 
meaning to political steering or tactics without the labor theory of value, so any discussion of 
“ultraleft” or “right opportunism” is completely sterile without an understanding of concrete 
conditions first. There is nothing permanently politically ultraleft or right opportunist 
without first defining classes and hence friends and enemies. 

Mao himself defined the classes in Chinese society, and specifically Chinese society, in order 
to define “friend” and “enemy.” In his Analysis of the Classes in Chinese Society in 1926, Mao 
talks about many things that are specific to China and even more things that are specific only 
to semi-colonial and semi-feudal countries. He did not talk about all masses in all countries 
being the same at all times. 

Even in the essay “On New Democracy,” which is not relevant for imperialist country 
oppressor nations, Mao said, “No sooner had the strength of the proletariat and of the 
peasant and other petty bourgeois masses brought the revolution of 1927 to victory than the 
capitalist class, headed by the big bourgeoisie, kicked the masses aside, seized the fruits of 
the revolution, formed a counter-revolutionary alliance with imperialism and the feudal 
forces, and strained themselves to the limit in a war of ‘Communist suppression’ for ten 
years.” Here, Mao contrasted the masses and the enemy. Most references to the “masses” by 
Lenin, Stalin and Mao speak of “exploited,” “toiling,” “working” or “oppressed” masses - 
not masses that include substantial enemy sections. 

During the Cultural Revolution in China, the Cittle Red Book said the following: “The broad 
masses of the workers, peasants and soldiers and the broad ranks of the revolutionary cadres 
and the intellectuals should really master Mao Tse-tung’s thought.” Again, we do not hear 
the term “masses” used to refer to enemies. 

In another context, in his essay, “Speeches at a National Party Conference” in 1955, Mao 
said, “We often say that we should not become conceited because we have done well in out¬ 
work and that we comrades should remain modest and learn from the advanced countries, 
from the masses and from each other so as to make fewer mistakes.” Again, as MIM has 
always said, there is a distinction to be drawn here. Mao did not lump “the advanced 
countries” with “masses” here. Let’s also keep in mind he could have said, “learn from the 
masses of the advanced countries” and he did not. It’s not so simple. There are things to 
learn from enemies, but we do not refer to it as part of the “mass line,” with “from the 
masses” and “to the masses.” 

In truth, if once in a while, “masses” referred to people that included enemies it would not 
be so bad - if the enemy component of “masses” is the minority. Such was the case in times 
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during the war against Japan led by Mao. Both Mao and Chiang Kai-shek spoke of the 
“entire nation” opposing Japan - and for a decisive period of time the conflict with Japanese 
imperialism was the principal contradiction for the Chinese Revolution. Yet, contrary to the 
image some would like to foist concerning Mao, Mao was even more precise than just 
counting a few enemies as “masses.” 

In “Is Yugoslavia a Socialist Country?” Mao said in 1963 what he would later say about the 
USSR. Some people do not realize that Mao never counted the “labor aristocracy” as 
anything but enemy: “It shows us that not only is it possible for a working-class party to fall 
under the control of a labour aristocracy, degenerate into a bourgeois party and become a 
flunkey of imperialism before it seizes power.” Furthermore, Mao said, “Old-line 
revisionism arose as a result of the imperialist policy of buying over and fostering a labour 
aristocracy. Modern revisionism has arisen in the same way. Sparing no cost, imperialism has 
now extended the scope of its operations and is buying over leading groups in socialist 
countries and pursues through them its desired policy of ‘peaceful evolution’.” Hence, Mao 
always said the question of labor aristocracy is linked to the question of the restoration of 
capitalism. For a supposed Maoist to ignore the “labor aristocracy” of the imperialist 
countries is revisionism. For people to talk about upholding the Cultural Revolution and 
opposing Soviet revisionism without opposing the labor aristocracy as enemy is just pure 
hogwash. 

In this regard, we must note the revisionist efforts of many to smuggle the labor aristocracy 
into the “masses,” and then the “mass line,” as an excuse for tailing parasitic demands by the 
imperialist country parasites. MIM follows the “mass line,” but the population does not get 
to define whether or not it is “masses” or not. MIM uses the definition of “proletariat” and 
“masses” laid down since Marx and Lenin. Belonging to the “masses” or the “proletariat” is 
not a question of self-identification. We do not mean conditions are the same as in the days 
of Marx and Lenin, but it does mean we have no reason to change the very definition of 
these words, since capitalism and semi-feudalism continue to dominate the world. People 
who believe MIM is wrong are free to argue that the proletariat of 2001 is less relevant than 
in 1901, but our critics should not be allowed to change the definition of proletariat and 
“masses” to include a majority of enemies. 
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The National Question and 
Separate Vanguard Parties 

MC5 | January 1994 


In the 1970s there were some groups that thought they were Maoist parties or pre-parties of 
the oppressed nations. They all dissolved or went in for revisionism. There was even a group 
of oppressed nationality Maoist parties and scattered whites called the Revolutionary Wing. 
This dissolution of student and oppressed nationality revolutionary organizations is a tragedy 
that people serious about revolution today must learn from. 

People took a lot of lumps after the Black Panther Party demise and many felt they had no 
clear-cut place to go, no “shining path.” The Maoist struggle in the United States has never 
been the same since the state smashed the Panthers. A key lesson to learn is the extent to 
which the state managed to split Maoist groups over non-fundamental questions. The 
combination of state repression and theoretical disunity 7 proved deadly. 

Today, Maoists need only look to the issue of Maria Elena Moyano’s assassination by the 
Peruvian communists to see that the imperialists and their lackeys attempt to sow dissension 
within revolutionary ranks on questions of theory — in this case feminism. 

In the mid-1970s, most oppressed nationals left the Revolutionary Communist Party, but 
some Blacks and other national minorities stayed with the RCP and October League. So the 
issue became “who is vanguard?” The Maoist forces’ failure to unite theoretically at the time 
caused a lot of individuals to degenerate politically. 

The Revolutionary Wing, with its Black, Asian and Latino vanguards seemed to have the 
most momentum for awhile and then it splintered, from ultraleftist bickering, liquidationism 
and bourgeois nationalist opportunism. 

The following is MIM’s position for practice in the current period. 

1. Currently MIM is a multinational party. However, MIM recognizes that there are times 
when vanguard forces from the oppressed nationalities believe they must have separate, 
single nationality vanguard parties. MIM recognizes the right of self-determination of such 
vanguard forces and hence would defer to such a party on the question of organizing the 
oppressed nationality in question and believes that the validity of single-nationality 
organizing has been proved in communist history. 
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MIM defines as vanguard those forces with a demonstrated experience of supporting the 
Cultural Revolution in China and opposing post-Stalin Soviet revisionism. In 1994, these 
issues are more clear-cut than ever. Anyone who doesn’t recognize the ex-Soviet Union or 
China as capitalist cannot be leading the masses toward classless society. 

In North America, MIM has the added stipulation that an organization applying the science 
of Maoism must be able to recognize that the Euro-Amerikan working class is not a 
proletariat, but instead a labor aristocracy, which means that the masses of Euro-Amerikan 
people are not objectively allied with proletarian revolution. The answers of any organization 
in North America to the three scientific questions just posed above are what separates those 
genuinely practicing the science of Maoism and those just claiming the Maoist science and 
mouthing the slogans. 

Currently, and on the basis of these cardinal criteria, MIM is aware of no genuine Maoist 
single nationality party in the United States except those incipient in MIM circles; although, 
in the 1960s and 1970s there were many, so there is some basis to expect them to arise again. 

MIM does not discount the possibility that single-nationality Maoist parties in North 
America will form outside MIM circles. On the other hand, the oppressed nationality 
comrades of the MIM may find themselves in a position to form the single-nationality 
vanguard party of their nation. Currently, however, MIM is the vanguard organization of all 
the nations in North America. 

Should a genuine Maoist single-nationality party form outside of MIM circles, MIM will 
determines whether or not that party is the vanguard of the oppressed nation in question. 
Yet, even should MIM recognize that new party as the vanguard, we will still recognize as 
Maoists those oppressed nationality members of MIM who refuse to join the new Maoist 
single-nationality party. Such may sound like a contradiction, but it is a contradiction in the 
struggle for self-determination that cannot be resolved until the completion of the New 
Democratic stage, when self-determination is actual and not just ideological. 

National liberation organizations that do not meet the conditions for being vanguards are 
nonetheless our allies. 

Right now MIM is clearly the most advanced party for all nationalities within U.S. borders. 
This is no doubt in large part because of its firm anti-imperialist history of struggle on behalf 
of Third World oppressed nations. 

We encourage all oppressed peoples to join MIM, because joining is necessary to 
maintaining a vanguard orientation in this period when we are recovering from the state’s 
destruction of our most class-conscious organizations. It is a period of regroupment and 
education of the youth for the creation of new Maoist forces. 

2. MIM is aware from history that oppressed nationalities may themselves sharply divide on 
the question of multinational parties. Applying the spirit of this resolution will require 
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arduous struggle. In the event of the formation of a Maoist single-nationality party, MIM will 
struggle to inform its members of the views of the single nationality party, remain on good 
terms with all genuine Maoist groups and leave open party membership to the decisions of 
individual oppressed nationality comrades. Those oppressed nationality comrades who do 
not opt for a single-nationality party will always have a place in the organizations preparing 
for the day of the joint dictatorship of the oppressed nations over Euro-Amerika. 

MIM also advocates that any vanguard organization for Euro-Amerikans always accept 
members from other genuine Maoist vanguards, since there is no Euro-Amerikan proletariat, 
and the material basis for a revolutionary Euro-Amerikan party is weak. It is very possible 
that the best possible leaders for the Maoist Internationalist Party of Amerika may be non- 
Amerikan immigrants. 

There may be enough John Browns to run a newspaper and other communications 
networks, which is crucial at this stage in the struggle, but MIM does not believe there are 
enough to run a whole government - a true dictatorship of the proletariat. Currently we base 
our strategic plans on that existing shortage of white proletarian revolutionaries. (There is a 
general shortage of revolutionaries, but history has shown that the proportion of 
revolutionaries in the oppressed nations can rise very quickly.) 

3. The form of organization is not a cardinal question. Whether oppressed nationality 
comrades favor multinational organizing or single-nationality organizing, it is not a dividing 
line question in the Maoist camp. This is something that anti-revisionist forces have failed to 
grasp in the past and it is a line that represents MIM’s unique application of the universal 
science of Maoism to conditions in North America. The goal of self-determination of 
nations is universal and the analysis of Maoist single-nationality organizing within U.S. 
borders is MIM’s particular summation of conditions in North America. 

Similarly, the liberation of national territory by oppressed nations of North America is not a 
cardinal question. As Black Panther Party Minister of Information Eldridge Cleaver said, the 
point is not to force one thing or another down a people’s throat. The point is to organize 
the people for the actual power to choose between alternatives. The oppressed nations will 
choose in a plebiscite whether or not they want a liberated territory. On the way to those 
plebiscites, successful completion of many lower stages of struggle will have to lead the way. 

In the same way, we must favor self-determination of Maoist comrades. They must have a 
choice between multinational and single-nationality organizing or a combination of both. In 
the short-run, MIM advocates multinational organizing. 

For the long run, MIM advocates single-nationality organizing as the principal mainstay with 
an important complementary role for multinational organization in building the joint 
dictatorship of the oppressed nations over Euro-Amerikan imperialism. Yet MIM does not 
make the chauvinist or provincialist error of elevating this opinion to a dividing line 
question. 
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4. Given MIM's analysis of the current period, and the need for single-nationality parties, 
most glaringly in the First Nations where armed struggle is already fairly developed, it 
becomes necessary to identify a good point for MIM comrades to develop single-nationality 
parties. This will become apparent as the strength of MIM develops in practice, particularly 
as the MIM institutions and the independent power of the oppressed grow. 

One good gauge of the readiness of a group of comrades to form a party that would not 
degenerate or die right away (as so many organizations have in North America) is its ability 
to put out a regular newspaper and put forward the necessary Maoist line. MIM Notes only 
comes out monthly for the benefit of all nationalities. MIM comrades looking to form 
single-nationality parties desperately need more comrades and funds. 

MIM is not saying that vanguard parties require newspapers to be vanguard parties. If there 
were no MIM at all, then any group of two or more Maoist comrades in any nation would 
constitute the vanguard. 

Now there is a MIM though, a MIM that is growing in order to facilitate the mutual 
development of revolutionaries in North America. At some stage, that development will 
entail the formation of single-nationality parties. When the struggle will take that form is 
principally a practical question, a question of when the struggle would be best served by its 
taking the single-nationality form. Once again, MIM must stress that while it voices these 
opinions on these questions, the line on these questions is not a dividing line among Maoists. 

5. In the rest of the world, multinational parties have carried off successful Maoist 
revolutions. In South Africa and the United States, the world’s most parasitic imperialist 
powers, the most advanced Maoist forces from the 1960s believed that national liberation 
required separate organizations for the different nations. 

In the mid-1970s, the Revolutionary Wing and other groups were saying the parties should 
be separate. The Black Panther Party had said they should be separate. Others were saying 
that only a multinational vanguard can achieve the overthrow of imperialism and guarantee 
the right to self-determination. 

A lot of groups supported self-determination in word, but divided on non-fundamental 
questions in deed - constituting a blow for self-determination. 

All Maoist organizations that recognize that the history of the international communist 
movement must be summed up in favor of Mao’s analysis of the Cultural Revolution and 
the Soviet Union should work together. All organizations in North America that see in 
addition that the genuine application of Maoist science requires the analysis that the Euro- 
Amerikan working class is a labor aristocracy, either in its majority or its entirety, are 
regarded by MIM as fraternal affiliates. 
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Pitfalls of Single Issue Organizing 

MC5 and MC17 
Revised September 1995 
by MCB52 and MC234 


In recruiting anti-imperialists, anti-militarists and other activists to the party, MIM 
encounters a very common set of questions, especially among students. Many ask about the 
“effectiveness” of putting out MIM’s line when only the most politically advanced will join 
the Party. Because they do not see work within MIM as effective, often activists will not 
want to work within MIM when they can work within reformist single-issue groups or other 
mass organizations. 

First, we need a definition of terms. A single-issue group is a political organization that 
focuses on one issue — e.g., apartheid or abortion. Sometimes MIM uses the phrase “single¬ 
issue group” interchangeably with “mass organization.” Members in single or multi-issue 
mass organizations support a range of political views and do not specifically uphold a 
worked out universal ideology, such as Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. In other words, a mass 
organization is not a front group for another political organization, such as a supposed 
communist party or the Moonie Church. 

Another type of organization accepts the leadership and the line of a different organization. 
MIM started two such Party-led organizations: the Revolutionary Anti-Imperialist League 
(RAIL) and MIM Supporters Group (MSG). Different than the Party, RAIL and MSG 
members are not required to uphold MIM’s three dividing line principles; voting members 
must not have a worked-out line against them. People join RAIL because they want to do 
general anti-imperialist work, and they join MSG because they support our politics but are 
not yet ready politically or they refuse to make the personal sacrifices necessary for MIM 
membership. MIM considers it opportunist and dishonest not to explain openly that an 
organization is led by another or its line. Leadership and influence from another organization 
should not be hidden from the membership of the organization or from the masses. 

The terms “mass organization” and “single issue group” are used to connote organizations 
that are part of mass movements. The distinction is important because while MIM may lead 
mass movements, MIM does not seek to lead mass organizations. 
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Do revolutionaries hold back mass orgs? 

Questions of MIM’s role and leadership in mass organizations tend to arise in the context of 
volunteer mass organizations as well as organizations having professional leadership like 
NOW or the NAACP. The argument given is usually that revolutionaries will be able to 
exert pressure on the organization, moving it further to the left. Thus, through the 
organization, they will be gaining greater concessions from the existing power structure, 
while at the same time, by pushing the organization to the left, they hope to slowly radicalize 
its membership as well. 

There are several problems with this argument. First, if the goal is to gain greater 
concessions from the government or power structure without changing who’s in power, the 
strategy is usually to build a group with the greatest numbers and most funding possible. 
Certainly the best way to do this is to create as broad a coalition of people as possible and, 
just as certainly, radical politics are going to reduce the number of people willing to work for 
or donate to a given cause. This is not to say that revolutionaries and radicals do not play a 
significant role in influencing mass movements, but rather to argue that their role should be 
outside of these more liberal- minded organizations. 

Some people working in these groups recognize this problem but argue that radical politics 
put more pressure on the government and so radicals should still stay in these groups. But 
when working within the system in these organizations a radical voice is not one that gains 
popular support. Non-revolutionaries often correctly perceive that their single-issue goals are 
middle-class in nature and are in fact obstructed by the revolutionaries in the mass 
organizations. Because the Amerikan government does respond sometimes to middle class 
unrest when it feels threatened, what reformist mass organizations need to say on television 
is not that we need a revolution, but that the government is not playing nice and it needs to 
give us this little concession and then things will be OK. 

Selling your revolutionary politics short 

No one is disputing that reforms can and do improve the lives of some people. But by 
working in these organizations for these reforms, potential revolutionaries are forced to 
sacrifice their politics or risk alienation. In making this sacrifice they are supporting, 
dishonestly, politics they truly do not endorse. Telling people to Boycott Folgers (once 
boycotted in connection to the struggle in El Salvador), for example, says to people that all 
you have to do is make this sacrifice and people will stop dying in El Salvador, never even 
mentioning the larger role imperialism plays. By supporting these principles, they are missing 
the opportunity to present to people what truly needs to be done to improve the living 
conditions of all people. People who could have become revolutionaries instead work for 
dead-end politics or drop out of politics because they were never adequately challenged to 
move on to a more worked-out position on how social change is possible. 
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Many still argue sacrificing revolutionary goals is necessary to radicalize people one step at a 
time. The idea that people need to be exposed to politics in slow, increasingly radical stages 
unfortunately holds true for many in this country at this time. This view amounts to white 
middle-class chauvinism, as white middle-class people may be slow to develop politically, but 
that is not the problem with all people. Some revolutionary-minded people, particularly from 
oppressed groups, will not take a second look at a group mixed up in dead-end reformist 
politics. 

Revolutionaries who choose to support reformism instead of working with MIM sell 
themselves and the masses short. In addition to weakening the reformist movement from 
within, they also fail to strengthen the real incentive for government concessions—a strong 
revolutionary movement. At this time, MIM isn't as strong as we could be, precisely because 
people who should be in MIM devote themselves instead to reformism. 

Many of the demands of mass organizations are correct, but those who already recognize the 
systemic nature of problems and are revolutionaries should step up to revolutionary work. 
That's the best way to radicalize the masses as we make strides forward. 

Why MIM and MIM members don't join mass organizations 

MIM and it’s members are often invited to join various mass organizations. We refuse, 
because membership in other organizations leads in only two directions: watering down our 
politics for the sake of unity, or risking splitting the mass organization over political issues it 
wouldn't split over by itself. Mass organizations may have less worked out politics, but they 
do a have a progressive role to play, bringing people into politics, letting people explore 
issues, taking leadership roles, radicalizing people, and so on. MIM wants to preserve this 
progressive quality while influencing the group and its members in the most productive way 
possible. 

The most important reason MIM has not worked in leadership roles in mass organizations is 
its understanding of the historical experience of the most important student organization in 
the 1960s, Students for a Democratic Society. 

Students for a Democratic Society 

Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), which once included hundreds of thousands of 
white students, offers relevant experiences in the question of mass organizations and their 
relationships to supposed vanguard parties. Although SDS was a multi-issue organization, it 
came to focus on the Vietnam War and had the classic single-issue approach of not insisting 
on a completely worked out line within its organization. SDS was also vastly more successful 
in terms of size, energy and radicalism than all the anti-imperialist and anti-militarist 
organizations of today put together. For all these reasons, it is important to draw conclusions 
from the experience of SDS, principally its collapse into factions. This disintegration offers 
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activists in North America the most important negative experience in the history of 
relationships between vanguard organizations and mass organizations. 

What was in the early 1960s the vanguard party in the United States, the Progressive Labor 
Party (PL), infiltrated SDS. It was partly a secret process and largely an open process. PL 
members became full members of SDS, taking up many of the important leadership roles. 

PL eventually split and destroyed SDS and then destroyed itself. By pushing its agenda on 
the group, PL scared off many people and forced those who remained into factional 
infighting. This effectively kept the group from bringing anymore new people into politics 
while at the same time scaring off or dividing those who were already involved. 

One fear MIM regularly encounters from radicals is that quitting leadership roles in the mass 
organizations hurts the mass organizations and the movement. MIM members have quit 
leadership positions in many mass organizations. None of the mass organizations collapsed 
afterwards. On the contrary, in some cases it appears that MIM members held back certain 
mass organizations because sometimes a year or two after the MIM member quit leadership 
roles, the ideas that MIM originally espoused become much more widely held within the 
organization and masses at large. It is very important for radicals and revolutionaries to look 
out for incipient leaders and to get out of their way. 

From this lesson and the lessons of SDS, MIM from its beginning has refused to assume 
crucial leadership roles in mass organizations. Mass organizations need to exist, but the 
reformist ones are more effective in these pursuits without communists working from 
within. Radicals belong in communist-led mass organizations or in a communist party. 
Revolutionaries should not occupy the time, resources and opportunities of mass 
organizations except in very special circumstances: 

1. When MIM is asked without solicitation to make a presentation on MIM, it might. 

2. When MIM sponsors an educational event, demonstration or the like, MIM can go 
ask for help from a mass organization for that one project taking special care not to 
eat up too much of the organization’s time and making it a point to identify the 
project as MIM- led so that no question of secret infiltration may arise. 

3. MIM members may attend mass organization meetings to inform themselves, but not 
to attempt to exert political leadership within the meeting. 

4. MIM members may join mass organizations and exert leadership within carefully 
specified and time-limited roles when MIM has made the determination that only a 
communist will be able to detonate a necessary mass movement. In this case, MIM 
members must make it clear that they are Maoists as they do their work and seek to 
get out of a leadership role as soon as the mass movement created generates people 
who could serve the role of mass organization leaders. 
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5. MIM members may seek to influence members of mass organizations, but not on the 
time of the mass organization. In other words: before or after meetings of mass 
organizations, MIM may talk to members of mass organizations in order to persuade 
them of the necessity of Maoism. 

6. MIM may create groups, such as RAIL and MSG, but it may not deceive the masses 
about its politics. 

7. When MIM is in a position to lead a movement, it might. That will mean using the 
MIM organization to lead a movement without occupying leadership roles in specific 
mass organizations. Ultimately, MIM hopes to lead a successful revolution that will 
involve numerous organizations. 


Sources: Black Panthers Speak, SDS, "American Leninism," Weatherman. 
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Amerikanization and the 
Naming of a Movement 

Two Comrades | 3 May 2006 


Even among supporters of the demonstrations, people are sympathetic toward but tripping 
over phrases such as “civil rights movement” and “workers’ rights movement” in describing 
recent demonstrations in response to the anti-migrant movement. At a gut level, they must 
feel such names don’t exactly fit. So, they try to use all of them in a catch-all way. Questions 
arise over how to name this “movement” against the anti-migrant movement, partly because 
of the ambiguous status of migrants in the eyes and schemes of Amerika-first liberals and so- 
called leftists, and also because protests against anti-migrant repression, at least on such a 
massive scale, seem new and unfamiliar to liberals who up until recently had spent most of 
their time listening to the demands of white Amerikans. Actually, there were collective 
protests against the fascist “Operation Wetback” in the 1950s, in addition to protests by 
Latino media then, though not as large and widespread as current demonstrations. 

The distinction between the demonstrations and the movement they represent may be 
important to consider. These things are not identical, and in fact many demonstrators would 
accept increased repression against new migrants in exchange for legalization for some 
undocumented migrants. So, there isn’t even just one movement, against repression, for 
example. It isn’t just that demonstrations reflect a unity of different tendencies. Rather, 
demonstrators disagree over what the targets of demonstrations should be, some even 
calling for increased border and immigration enforcement. There is no single united front 
against a single threat. Without falling into the postmodern trap of saying there is either a 
million different movements or no movement, it is possible to speak of different, and 
intersecting or enmeshed, movements in the demonstrations. The apparent difficulty in 
naming the supposed “new movement” does not mean there is no movement at all or some 
kind of postmodern or post-capitalist movement. If the Euro-Amerikan so-called working 
class seems indifferent, and if there is a material basis for that (although Euro-Amerikans will 
not succeed in running their own economy by opposing all migration), people must revise 
their views of the class and social nature of progressive movements and realize that what 
they thought was the Euro-Amerikan working class is a reactionary bourgeois class. People 
should not dump Marxism or simplistically regurgitate all the slogans of the loudest or most 
visible demonstrators. A Euro-Amerikan dominated organization had the fanciest sound 
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system in the New York City demonstrations, but the most radical speeches were by people 
sometimes without even a bullhorn. 

Characterizing migrant rights demonstrations 

Although objectives vary between and within demonstrations, “migrants’ rights 
demonstration,” or the less awkward “migrant rights demonstration,” is a correct description 
of most demonstrations. “Migrants’ rights” is broad enough to encompass many demands 
being put forth. It is also less specific than “immigrant rights” and doesn’t exclude 
temporary migrants from people’s visions. Moreover, “migrants” alludes to a difference 
between proletarian workers, and the bourgeois parasites who make up First World labor 
aristocracies. “Migrant” and “proletarian” are largely interchangeable, whereas First World 
so-called workers, when they do migrate, are cosmopolitans, expatriates or settlers with a 
bourgeois outiook and economic position. These First World migrants already have the 
rights that the migrant rights movement is seeking. Oppressor nation migrants are typically 
called “settlers” today. True, in 1776 white people in the united States were not from 
imperialist countries in Lenin’s sense of imperialism which did not exist yet. In MIM Notes, 
MIM uses words appropriate for our era. Here we give some theoretical explanations. 

Through placards, literature and flyers, groups focused on supporting the demands of the 
majority of white Amerikans have tried to impose a particular narrow vision on 
demonstrations. They have done this while describing demonstrations as a movement with 
multiple goals. That demonstrators have multiple and sometimes conflicting aims and 
demands is a fact, and that fact is not being disputed here. Furthermore, people opposing 
repression against migrants for civil rights and humyn rights-related reasons are being 
progressive even if they stop short of making the most radical demands. But it is one thing 
to point out these differences, and another to characterize demonstrations in a self-fulfilling 
way that potentially changes them. 

An English/Spanish flyer distributed by a certain Euro-Amerikan settler-dominated antiwar 
group in Los Angeles defines the demonstrations in several ways. Supposedly, the 
demonstrations are a “mass movement for immigrant rights,” an “immigrant rights 
movement,” a “movement for equality,” a “Civil [RJights movement,” and a “workers’ rights 
movement” - all in one and all at the same time. People should see these as certain people’s 
peculiar slogans for what demonstrations should turn into, not statements of fact. The 
demonstrations as yet are not just a civil rights movement, but some want to change that and 
turn that description into a reality. Anyone who claims solidarity with the “new civil rights 
movement” or even the “immigrant rights movement,” without criticizing repression of 
temporary migrants, is in fact trying to impose certain goals on demonstrators, goals that are 
at odds with the interests of the majority of migrants. Many rallies and marches are said by 
some participants and organizers to be in support of “immigrant rights,” but the goals of 
demonstrators are broader than that and include support for temporary migrants and 
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opposition to the overall anti-migrant movement. The opposition to Minutemen refers to 
anyone crossing the border, most especially those not having access to the proper channels 
for immigrating. Furthermore, if people insist on saying they are demonstrating or rallying 
for “immigrants,” rather than migrants, there is only so much we can dispute their subjective 
intentions, but the underlying social struggle may have different or broader aims. 

“Civil rights and workers’ rights movement” is an increasingly popular combination. A 
variation on this includes “human rights,” which is actually more accurate than the other two 
designations. If “workers’ rights” implies support for improving the wages, benefits and 
conditions of U.$. workers in general, and “human rights” support the free movement of 
people into more privileged countries as a matter of principle, then “human rights” better 
represents the demands of most demonstrators. 

As MIM has previously pointed out, to simply call the demonstrations a “workers’ rights 
movement” would compel people to explain why the majority of U.$. citizen workers aren’t 
involved and therefore raise uncomfortable questions for pseudo-socialists and labor 
bureaucrats. So, the labor aristocracy in a ridiculously awkward move tries to call the 
demonstrations three different things or more in order to unite the different tendencies 
reflected in demonstrations while co-opting all of them. 

In reality, most of these demonstrations do reflect a kind of workers’ rights movement. But 
in the U.$. context, this implies that bourgeoisified Euro-Amerikan workers are included. So, 
we have to be more specific. 

The real basis for seeing the struggle against the anti-migrant 
movement as a workers' movement 

To say the demonstrations represent both a migrant rights movement and a workers’ rights 
movement would to a certain extent be redundant even though not all migrants are workers. 
Globally, most workers are proletarian, and most proletarians are potentially migrants 
whether they know it or not, and even regardless of whether they have migrated yet or not. 
(Many Third World non-proletarians are migrants, too, but their nations are 
proletarian/proletarianized nations, thus making it somewhat unnecessary to distinguish 
between proletarian and non-proletarian Third World migrants. In the big picture, the 
distinction between proletarian and non-proletarian migrants from Third World countries is 
irrelevant for most purposes in the imperialist country context except for some economic 
analyses and detailed analyses of class structure. Contemplating “brain drain” and the 
creation of a migrant comprador bourgeoisie are some other exceptions.) Under the current 
imperialist world economy, most proletarians are migrants in the sense that there is a real 
compulsion for them to travel a great distance to move to another place even if there are 
things holding them back. Migrants have particular characteristics, but the difference 
between proletarians who actually migrate, and those who don’t, is not so great that there is 
some essential difference between the two groups. 
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The proletarian is a migrant — and conversely the migrant is a proletarian. Whether it is 
Filipino migrants, Nigerian migrants, Pakistani migrants, or ex-Soviet migrant proletarians, 
etc., migration in the world presents itself as an overwhelmingly proletarian phenomenon. It 
is also a wimmin’s phenomenon related to the global patriarchy, which oppresses the world’s 
wimmin and youth while constructing Third World males as wimmin. When Euro-Amerikan 
so-called workers migrate, on the other hand, it is to take bourgeois jobs, or even to become 
mercenary “security contractors” or plunderers in Third World countries, such as 
Afghanistan, Haiti, and Iraq. In terms of what they think, many First World people who 
migrate do not even think of themselves as migrants, but as some kind of cosmopolitan, 
expat or even settler, which reinforces the proletarian connotation of “migrant rights 
movement.” 

Because it involves semi-colonies of U.$. imperialism, particularly Latino nations seeking 
self-determination, we should not say the migrant rights movement is only proletarian. There 
is also the national question involved. The proof is that Minutemen and Lou Dobbs are not 
bloviating about the border with Kanada. 

The anti-migrant movement is in fact also an attack on Latino nations. Inside u.$. borders, 
Latino migrants are somewhere in the tens of millions but still a small number compared 
with the rest of the population inside U.$. borders. Relatively-speaking, inside u.$. borders 
there is only a small proletariat due to the influence and extent of U.$. parasitism. 
Consequendy, there is an incorrect impulse to speak of a civil rights movement or an 
equality movement of some type to assimilate the relatively smaller minority. 

In the United States and in some Third World cities, Liberal ideology is so dominant that we 
cannot dismiss the possibility that some Amerikan flag-waving and pro-Amerikan rhetoric at 
demonstrations actually obscures a national struggle against U.$. imperialism. The migrant 
rights movement has so far been mostiy a show of strength against the anti-migrant 
movement, and in some cases a misplaced reformist struggle for legalization in the face of an 
anti-migrant onslaught that requires a different response. (We cannot say the same thing for 
Israeli flags at demonstrations even if they are hardly worth mentioning amid a much larger 
sea of Amerikan flags. The Israeli flag more often than not doesn’t represent a struggle 
against U.$. imperialism, whereas the Amerikan flag in the United States, with internal semi¬ 
colonies, could paradoxically be a national struggle’s cover against repression, however 
ineffective this defensive tactic may be.) Were it not for the Euro-Amerikan and comprador 
Spanish-speaking mainstream media, there would be less pressure to pander to imperialist 
patriotism in the first place. U.$. labor bureaucrats, and comprador Latinos and Mexicans in 
Euro-Amerikan-occupied Mexico, with lots of resources have helped finance displays of 
pro-imperialist patriotism at demonstrations and rallies, pressuring people to participate and 
otherwise displacing different messages. 
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Pro-Amerikanism at demonstrations as a reflection 
of assimilationist policies and tendencies 

Pro-Amerikanism also reflects a long-standing effort to “Americanize” migrants. The 
dominant labor unions support this practice, and some migrants buy into it either reluctantly 
or wholesale. Much of the pro-Amerikanism at demonstrations has an external origin. 
Stripped of patriotic rhetoric and symbols, migrant rights demonstrations look like a national 
struggle that has partly taken the form of a legal struggle for rights. The “immigration reform 
debate” has no anti-imperialist side, but national struggle still manifests itself in terms of that 
debate. Here, it is crucial that demonstrations, making use of legalistic language such as 
“amnesty,” not be turned into demonstrations dominated by exploiters wanting to integrate 
with the Euro-Amerikan nation or desiring to serve a comprador role alongside this 
oppressor nation. 

There are seemingly bizarre cases where even people who are otherwise openly and 
righteously anti-Amerikan get caught up in waving Amerikan flags. For a few other people at 
least, this unfortunately has the effect of generating and reinforcing loyalty to U.$. 
imperialism. In other words, Amerikan flags and pro-Amerikan messages at demonstrations 
don’t automatically make the demonstrations reactionary, but there is a dangerous potential 
for reactionary tendencies to creep in. Certainly, there already is a comprador tendency 
present in the migrant rights demonstrations, which should be distinguished from genuinely 
progressive tendencies that are nationalist and sometimes openly proletarian. Evaluating 
demonstrations requires not just looking at how they affect the larger population, but also 
considering how they affect demonstrators themselves and people they talk with back at 
home, school, or work. As the white media and white nation continue to lash out at 
demonstrators, by calling migrant rights demonstrations “pro-illegal immigration” and 
disturbingly and menacingly raising up the Minutemen as some kind of counter¬ 
demonstration, for example, hopefully more demonstrators and their communities will 
realize the futility of pandering to crude Amerikan chauvinism. 

The difficulty that “Left” groups in the United States are having in pinning a label on 
migrant rights demonstrations is hardly surprising considering their tendency to pay lip 
service to international working-class unity while wrongly collapsing U.$. workers into a 
single “multiracial” nation. They are motivated by either a white chauvinism denying national 
struggle within U.$. borders or a bourgeois oppressed-nationality fantasy of integration into 
privileged U.$. imperialist society or even assimilation into the Euro-Amerikan nation. An 
oppressed-nation movement that crosses borders - in the sense that there is cross-border 
organizing and demonstrations, and also in the sense that the movement is not bounded by 
borders - is not really in their vocabulary. They are forced to impose preexisting, 
preconceived concepts and categories onto demonstrations that don't neatly fit their visions 
of change through white liberalism, integrationism, or white-worker national “socialist” 
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revolution that sneers at the idea of the world’s exploited and oppressed being the true 
vehicle for revolutionary change. 

Movements against anti-migrant repression are world-wide, and there are real links between 
oppressed nationalities, migrant or non-migrant, inside U.$. borders and oppressed 
nationalities in other countries. The idea of a homegrown “immigrant rights movement” is 
completely presumptuous, as is the idea, reflected in the anti-Maoist antiwar coalition’s flyer, 
that this will grow into a larger “people’s movement,” which by implication in the context of 
this group’s ideology includes bourgeois Euro-Amerikan so-called workers and non-worker 
bourgeois Euro-Amerikans. The idea that migrant rights demonstrations should be 
subsumed under a labor aristocracy struggle against the “bosses” and against Third World 
workers is reactionary and a move by the labor aristocracy to co-opt the proletarian and 
national struggle of migrants. 

People with more sophisticated rhetoric talk about “im/migrants,” with a slash. Compared 
with “immigrants,” this is a step in the correct direction and raises important questions. 
However, the 50/50 ratio perhaps implied by “im/migrants” is not really correct either, and 
“migrants” would be more correct as a generalization than even this attempt to split things 
50-50. In the U.$. context and certainly throughout the world, not even half of migrants are 
immigrants in any real sense of the word. Even many migrants who naturalize in the United 
States want to go back home eventually and some do return home. Many Mexicanos and 
other Third World nationalities in the United States who are eligible to naturalize still don’t 
naturalize. Migrants who do stay in the United States indefinitely, sometimes as permanent 
residents, still maintain strong connections to communities and people back home. 

And there are variety of reasons why migrants naturalize, some of which having nothing to 
do with having a positive view of Amerika or a desire to assimilate, or even having a desire 
to change one’s country of residence. Much cross-border migration is intra-regional with 
migration between Mexico and Mexican and indigenous lands occupied by the Euro- 
Amerikan nation, rather than inter-country in a real sense. “Immigrant” is further 
inapplicable for this reason. The very idea of people migrating in their own land is suspect, 
though intra-country and rural-urban migration are frequently spoken of. “Immigration” is 
even more incorrect than “migration” when applied to people moving within their own land. 

In this context, the obsessive drive to legalize a subset of migrants and also encourage them 
to become immigrants, without ending the overall practice of anti-migrant repression, must 
be seen as an externally imposed attempt by Euro-Amerikans to assimilate migrants while 
preserving their subordinate status. This is being facilitated by Mexican and Latino 
comprador capitalists who support assimilation out of a sense of duty or gratitude to U.$. 
imperialism, or because they support turning more Latin American migrants into a labor 
aristocracy in occupied Mexico. Assimilation is just a flip side of outright repression. Both 
can be part of an anti-migrant movement, and both are, in the current anti-migrant 
movement. Allowing more people to get legal status by itself would be a desirable and 
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winnable reform, but from Euro-Amerikans’ viewpoint this means assimilation coupled with 
repression. In the so-called immigration reform debate, disagreement over how much 
assimilation to carry out is an inner ruling-class struggle of the dominator nation involving 
the imperialists and the labor aristocracy, both of whom are considering legalization for 
economic reasons as well. Qualified, halfway calls for amnesty that call on migrants to learn 
English, have “good moral character” if they want to become citizens, and even leave their 
“ethnic enclaves,” fully resonate with the long-existing racist and chauvinist practice of 
“Americanizing” migrants, an institutionalized practice that has existed for almost a century. 
Some legalization advocates openly say that legalization is a first step toward assimilation and 
discouraging political “extremism.” Fear-mongers even go as far as suggesting that 
undocumented migrants would otherwise be terrorist recruiting material, specifically singling 
out Middle Eastern and North African migrants but also casting undocumented migrants in 
general in the same light. So, there is this additional motivation, “Americanization,” 
underlying some calls for amnesty, not just economic concerns. 

The international struggle of migrants 

The antiwar coalition’s flyer previously mentioned criticizes only the “U.S. rulers,” 
completely neglecting to mention the role of ordinary Euro-Amerikans in building and 
perpetuating the anti-migrant movement. The is in keeping with fascistic reactionaries, 
posing as leftists, blaming everything under the sun on a Bush “cabal” in order to distract 
from the root causes and forces underlying reactionary movements, while buttressing the 
living standards of Euro-Amerikan workers and the “middle class.” “Migrant(e)” appears 
absolutely nowhere on either side of the flyer. There are just calls for legalization for 
migrants already in the United States. “Amnesty, legalization and full equality [individual 
economic and political rights, not liberation]” are presented as maximum demands. The flyer 
correctly identifies one alternative to HR 4437 as repressive, but supports higher wages for 
already parasitic bourgeois U.$. citizen workers. May 1 actions by Third World workers are 
just “solidarity” actions according to the flyer, rather than an integral part of an international 
movement against repression. And the flyer has the nerve to say that Black people won the 
“full equality” that they demanded during the Civil Rights Movement, when in fact the civil 
and political rights of Blacks are regularly violated as part of the ongoing national oppression 
of Blacks. This flyer of a supposedly radical antiwar group is a paternalistic piece of white 
liberal trash. 

Some people have drawn a comparison between the U.$. demonstrations and rallies on 
May 1, and the 1886 general strike and the situation surrounding the Haymarket events. This 
is meant as a compliment, a pat on the back, a way of saying that demonstrators are almost 
as radical as European migrants of the past were (when they weren’t attacking non-European 
migrants and workers). But whereas European migrants became part of the Euro-Amerikan 
labor aristocracy, demonstrators today are for the most part not demanding improvements 
in economic conditions, but, instead, opposing repression and calling for economic national 
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self-determination in some cases. Migrants did not suddenly decide they wanted to become 
permanent residents or naturalized citizens overnight or in the past two months. Massive 
demonstrations are the culmination of years-long resistance to increasing anti-migrant 
repression and sentiment. 

Another flyer, purporting to be signed by activists centered around Indymedia and 
Infoshop.org, was distributed in San Diego on May 1 that claimed not to be “an attempt to 
control or to speak for the emerging movement of immigrants.” “We are only a few dozens 
community organizers and collectives in a handful of cities. We seek dialogue to unify our 
struggles against racism, war and oppression.” (Actually, someone was distributing this flyer 
to random onlookers in vehicles watching a march!) The four-page leaflet in English and 
Spanish, containing the phrases “massive struggle for immigrant rights,” “movement for 
justice” and “fight for immigrant rights,” makes a comparison to May 1, 1886. It goes on to 
defend all the gains of the now-bought-off-and-bourgeois Euro-Amerikan labor aristocracy 
that, without any consistent and sustained struggle against imperialism, resulted in terrible 
exploitation for the majority of the world’s workers. The flyer contains some factual 
statements about border history, migrants being the most exploited workers, and some 
effects of NAFTA, for example, but has absolutely no analysis of how imperialism and neo¬ 
colonialism confer parasitic privileges on imperialist-country populations. Again, there is 
absolutely no mention of “migrants,” and the flyer’s main text closes with a swipe against 
temporary-worker programs, calling them “bracero” programs. The resounding take-home 
message is “no guest workers,” not “no borders.” There is a cartoon with a politically 
mistaken premise, with an inaccurate depiction of a Wampanoag chief, on the last page of 
the English portion of the flyer that encourages people to contemplate what the reaction of 
the Plymouth colonists would have been had indigenous people forced them to apply to a 
“guest worker program” - as if the Wampanoags were an oppressor nation. “You're eligible 
to apply to our guest worker program, but, eventually, you’ll have to go back to where you 
came from.” 

While we agree that liberals should offer full citizenship rights to the best of their ability, 
history says that they won’t get the job done. If they would just focus on giving out universal 
citizenship as they did for whites in the past, then the liberals would eliminate temporary 
worker programs without uniting with the Minutemen and Lou Dobbs. The white liberals 
have no desire or power to change their historical ineffectiveness so far, but the people of 
Aztlan already are gaining power in their own land. 

The left-wing of parasitism shares the underlying belief of the Minutemen that class struggle 
occurs by closing borders including to temporary workers instead of allowing in all workers 
and standing with them. Ultimately, the recent vote in France against the European Union 
was the same thing - the open unity of the oppressor nation so-called Left with Le Pen to 
keep workers outside imperialist country borders. 
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The strategic vision of the Le Pens/Minutemen and phony communists is not realistic. Even 
if they close the border with Mexico, that will just mean more people working in the Bracero 
program equivalents on the other side of the border. That won’t really affect international 
wages, just the location of the work done and the politics going forward. We at MIM see 
that the bourgeoisie has to produce its own grave-digger. We’d like to see some grave¬ 
diggers take back Aztian, and set up a socialist People’s Republic, but we have to defend 
them while they’re digging the grave of imperialism. 

There is hardly anything in the “radical” flyer that Amerikan labor unions would disagree 
with. The flyer merely exploits memories of the Bracero Program to suggest that temporary 
migrant workers are and would be subject to Bracero Program-like conditions. The flyer 
even passes over current abuses of migrant workers, in the H-2A program, in complete 
silence. The whole point is to portray temporary workers as nothing less than peons 
deloused with pesticide and subject to the worst abuses of the Bracero Program. It would be 
like pointing to the degraded condition of a slave as a reason not to favor abolitionism. The 
“radical” flyer pays lip service to open borders, but the bottom line is a sensational criticism 
of temporary-worker programs that does nothing to clarify the struggles and desires of 
temporary migrants who aren’t seeking citizenship. And although it calls for unity among 
“working people,” the flyer speaks to the narrow economic interests of U.$. so-called 
workers and precludes the possibility of U.$. so-called workers exploiting Third World 
workers and migrant proletarians. 

The focus on temporary workers ostensibly has to do with demanding equal imperialist 
privilege for migrants, but the real motivation is to shut out migrants so white workers can 
keep their current jobs and at even higher “wages,” actually exploiter incomes. Labor 
aristocracy opposition to temporary-worker programs today, like its opposition to the 
program of the 1940s-'60s, has nothing to do with supporting open borders or migrants. 

Beside being a racist caricature whose images of “Pilgrims” and “Indians” are taken from an 
Amerikan elementary school lesson about colonial encounters, the cartoon in the flyer 
reinforces the idea that the colonials were workers, rather than conquerors and settlers, 
backstabbers and murderers. Perhaps in 1776 or even Marx’s day we could expect no better, 
but in the era of imperialism, we have to make sure the wrong lessons do not filter through. 
Now we have Lenin’s concept of oppressor nation and proletariat and there is a class on the 
historical stage prepared to dig imperialism’s grave that was too young or non-existent in 
1776. 

This sums up the settler labor aristocracy intervention in migrant rights demonstrations, 
which have become internationally known. The “we are all immigrants” slogan, and the 
various formulations such as “immigrant rights movement” that fail to challenge white 
nationalism, are an attempt to trick migrants into accommodating to the economic and 
national interests of the Euro-Amerikan so-called working class and ultimately the 
imperialists themselves. 
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Unite All Who Can Be United: 
Tactical Alliances with Revisionists 
or Revisionist-Led Groups? 

MIM | August 1998 


Most of the people who criticize the Maoist Internationalist Movement’s tactical policies on 
public co-sponsorship of events as “sectarian” do not recognize the ideological differences 
between MIM and other so-called Marxist groups - or they do not think that ideology 
matters. But some people, while recognizing these ideological differences, argue that self- 
identified anti-imperialists should put aside their ideological differences and unite on the 
political (tactical) plane. These people encourage MIM and the Revolutionary Anti- 
Imperialist League (RAIL, a mass organization led by MIM) to join forces with the 
Gorbachevite Committees of Correspondence (CoC) and groups close to the Trotskyist 
Workers’ World Party (WWP) and crypto-Trotskyist Revolutionary Communist Party, USA 
(RCP), in order to join together in the fight for “democracy and socialism.” 

While MIM knows that revolution requires proletarian revolutionaries to “shake hands with 
the devil” and enter into tactical alliances with representatives of other classes, MIM 
disagrees with this application of that truth. When we make deals with forces from other 
classes, we must make sure that we drive hard bargains, and gain at least as much as we give 
up. The differences between MIM and revisionists like the CoC are not yet crystal clear to 
the masses, and as Lenin wrote of Russia in 1903, “ideas of party organisation, of party 
consistency and honour, [and] of the party banner are still so immeasurably weak” here 
inside u.$. borders. Because of these things tactical unity with revisionists or their front 
groups will cause more problems in confusing the masses on the need for a party than they 
solve in gathering supporters to the party's basic goals. 1 

On the surface, it may seem ironic that MIM is more willing to unite tactically with explicitly 
non-revolutionary groups like the American Friends Service Committee than to unite with 
so-called “socialist” groups. But the same principle underlies both practices. The party, as 
the representative of the international proletariat, must maintain its independence and 
initiative in the united front. The masses can clearly differentiate between MIM and its allies 
when the allies are non-Marxist, non-revolutionary. But the differences between MIM and 


1 V. I. Lenin, "The Tasks of the Revolutionary Youth," Progress Publishers (Moscow), 1970, p. 96. 
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other so-called Marxists are not so obvious. This is compounded by the fact that the 
revisionists themselves will take every opportunity to confuse the masses about these 
differences. Revisionism is always seeking to leech off of the prestige of genuine communist 
movements. 

Why should MIM care if non-Marxists appropriate Marx’s name? Because parties represent 
class interests. MIM represents the interests of the international proletariat; we seek to build 
a movement led by the ideology of proletarian internationalism. Parties claiming Marxism 
dress themselves up as representatives of the international proletariat, but represent the 
interests of the privileged classes. In imperialist countries, many of these revisionist parties 
actually represent the bloated petit-bourgeoisie and labor aristocracy. This is a novelty for 
our sojourner comrades, since the labor-aristocracy does not play a large or independent role 
in their societies. But here in the imperialist countries it has done so, repeatedly pulling the 
anti-imperialist and socialist movement into the swamp of capitulation and reformism. 2 It is 
MIM’s task to remain firm to proletarian principles, and try to pull elements of the labor 
aristocracy and petit-bourgeoisie from the swamp onto the firm road of anti-imperialist and 
socialist revolution. 

Here’s an example of the false logic used by amerikan advocates of “left unity”: The CoC 
promotes tactical “left unity,” claiming, “we will have time to settle our other differences 
under a free, democratic and socialist world.” But how do we get to that “free, democratic 
and socialist world”? MIM argues that the organizations that consistently hold high the 
banner of revolutionary proletarian internationalism and make the interests of the 
international proletariat their dividing line will be fit to lead a revolutionary movement into a 
free, democratic and socialist world. In scrapping the question of whose interests coincide 
with those of the international proletariat, the CoC line argues for capitulation to the enemy 
classes. 

We cannot win democracy and freedom for the international proletariat by stirring up the 
reactionary nationalism of the labor aristocracy, or by promoting Gorbachevism and all 
other kinds of supra-class “humanist” clap-trap like the CoC. Such practices and ideas set 
the anti-imperialist and socialist revolution back. 

For comrades who think that revolutionary or anti-imperialist sentiment alone can unite 
these disparate groups, we recommend that they read Lenin’s article “The Tasks of the 
Revolutionary Youth.” Parties represent classes and so their theory and ideology must be a 
genuine reflection of people’s revolutionary anti-imperialist will and not some shoddy 
imitation that relies on sentiment and romantic notions of unity. Because the genuine anti¬ 
imperialist movement must be led by the international proletariat, it must be led by a party 
armed with the ideology of the international proletariat: Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. 


2 See "A Law of Degeneration: Blaming the United Front for Labor-Aristocracy Revisionism," MIM Theory 6, 
pp. 78-81. 
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Finally, we must recognize that the revisionist parties and their mass organizations are small, 
and by no means representative of the masses. Indeed, the only thing that could keep MIM 
and its mass organizations from matching or surpassing their absolute size in short order is 
an unwillingness to resolutely lead or be self-reliant. False unity with revisionists will halt 
MIM and RAIL’S growth. Genuine unity with the international proletariat will build our 
work beyond even the dreams of the revisionist capitulators. 
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